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In pursuit of continuous rather than episodic change, this organizational improvement plan uses 
Kotter’s (2014) framework for organizational change, embedded within the PDSA cycle, to 
create a professional development community at the school. The school’s mission is focused on 
citizenship, but implementation is still an area of action. The compliance culture at the school 
and the dominant transactional leadership approach have influenced the enactment of the 
school’s mission throughout the various high school departments. Using a conceptual framework 
adapted from Hackman’s (2002) framework for building a collaborative environment, this 
improvement plan explores how a private school in Ontario can implement its mission statement 
despite the impact of the market neoliberal ideology on the school’s practices. The change 
initiative is grounded within the instructional leadership and team leadership frameworks and 
centers around two goals: (1) implementing a cross-curricular thematic approach to citizenship 
education and (2) creating a learning community at the school. Authentic implementation of a 
professional development community requires leadership commitment and an organizational 
context that emphasizes collaboration and supports teachers in giving explicit attention to 
citizenship as a cross-disciplinary issue. Monitoring and evaluating the change process allows 
the leadership team to determine if the desired state of the school has been attained. It is 
anticipated that a collaborative learning network would not only institutionalize the school’s 
mission in the teaching and learning practices, but it would set the stage for the school leadership 
to embed citizenship in its culture as teachers and leaders strive for continuous improvement and 
professional growth.  
Keywords: collaboration, team leadership, instructional leadership, private school, 




Promise Private School (PPS, a pseudonym) is a small, independent, secondary school in 
Ontario, established in 2017. As a private school, it is impacted by market forces and neoliberal 
practices that have resulted in the teachers’ narrow focus on outcomes and performance. The 
current state of the school is characterized by transactional leadership predominantly practicing 
management roles and an inflexible compliance culture. These factors have undermined the 
school’s capacity to authentically implement the school’s mission statement of fostering 
principled, responsible citizens. In the science department, there is an overemphasis on teaching 
content and a focus on assessments to meet inspection criteria and Growing Success (2010). Any 
evidence of citizenship education in science is random, not the result of careful planning. 
Students seem to be mostly concerned with credentials and view the school as a steppingstone 
for post-secondary education. 
The desired state of the school is a commitment to citizenship education as an integral 
goal of the school’s mission. The organizational improvement plan (OIP) will be led by the 
leadership team at PPS which consists of the principal, the teaching and learning coordinator, 
and student mentors. The leadership team will initiate the change, supported by a volunteer 
group of committed teachers primarily from the science department and other departments at the 
school. Before devising the improvement plan, the problem of practice is framed using Bolman 
and Deal’s (2017) four frames: (a) human resources frame; (b) structural frame; (c) political 
frame; and (d) symbolic frame. The eight dimensions of Judge’s (2011) framework are used to 
assess the organizational readiness for change and to identify the required changes at PPS. 
Before implementation takes place, critical organizational analysis is imperative to 
understand stakeholders’ perceptions and to identify the current state of the organization and the 
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desired state to be attained. The competing values framework by Cameron and Quinn (2011) 
along with its complementary Organizational Cultural Assessment Instrument are utilized to 
compare the current state with the desired state and highlight the organizational aspects that 
should change to effectively implement the change plan. A cultural profile of PPS is generated, 
challenges and recommended changes are evaluated.  
Change implementation, monitoring, and evaluation plans will be guided by an integrated 
approach of instructional and team leadership frameworks, using Kotter’s (2014) model for 
organizational change, embedded within a plan, do, study, act (PDSA) cycle to assess the success 
of the improvement initiatives or strategies. This approach emphasizes building trust and 
capacity as part of professional learning. An emphasis is placed on a high level of leadership and 
teachers’ commitment to realize the short-term and long-term goals of the change plan. 
Instructional leadership utilizes the development of teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge and 
professional competency relevant to integrating citizenship education within science teaching 
and learning. Team leadership utilizes the development of a learning community that fosters 
collaborative and collective responsibility towards attaining the desired state of the school. The 
integrated instructional and team leadership approaches will ensure the effective implementation 
of a professional development community (PDC) to realize the goals of this OIP. The 
communication plan will ensure coherence and clarity of goals and objectives throughout the 
implementation stages. Effective, ongoing communication is vital to the success of a change 
plan. Future considerations emphasize the importance of viewing teachers’ work in the context 




When science education and citizenship education are integrated into practice, students 
are given the opportunity to explore social issues and ultimately become part of the socio-
scientific discourse (Sadler et al., 2016). STSE issues in the Ontario Secondary Science 
Curriculum (2008) are issues that have a basis in science and have a large effect on society. The 
process of learning science is intimately linked with the central concerns of citizenship (Davies, 
2004) and it is the school’s leadership responsibility to create a purpose-driven culture at the 
school that reinforces the commitment of teachers and staff to the school’s mission. The 
leadership team’s primary goal should be to cultivate a commitment to the larger community as 
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Citizenship Education: The Canadian and World Studies (2015) curriculum for Grades 
9 to 12 defines citizenship education as a facet of students’ overall education that provides 
opportunities “to learn about what it means to be a responsible, active citizen in the community 
of the classroom and the diverse communities to which they belong with and outside the school” 
(p. 12). 
Cross-curricular Thematic Approach: citizenship education is taught in collaboration 
with other curriculum subjects, as an aim of all education (Syed, 2013). 
STSE Issues: relationships among fields of science, technology, societies, and 
environments. STSE is a “holistic entity” (Bencze et al., 2020, p. 828) that places science “within 
social, technological, cultural, ethical and political contexts” (p. 828) and “promotes responsible 














Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem  
This organizational improvement plan (OIP) addresses the need to authentically embed 
the citizenship goal of the school’s mission in the science teaching and learning at the school. 
Chapter one introduces the organizational context and the vision, mission, values, and goals of 
Promise Private School (PPS, a pseudonym). The leadership problem of practice (PoP) is framed 
using Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four frames for understanding an organization. In this chapter, 
the gap between the current and the desired state at PPS is articulated and the stakeholders are 
identified. As a middle leader at the school, PPS’ readiness for change will be described through 
the eight readiness elements by Judge and Douglas (2009) to assess the organizational capacity 
for change. 
Organizational History and Context 
Promise Private School was established, with the current leadership team, in 2017 and 
has been steadily growing. It is a small, secondary school from Grade 9 to Grade 12 of 
approximately 150 students, with an international student body comprised of 11 different 
nationalities. PPS is a “third-sector” (Davies & Quirke, 2005, p. 526) private school. A third 
sector school is defined as a secular, non-elite, for-profit, independent school (Davies & Quirke, 
2005). It offers credits towards the Ontario Secondary School Diploma (OSSD) and it has passed 
every school inspection conducted by the Ontario Ministry of Education (Ministry of Education, 
2013). As a third sector school, PPS does not compete with public schools (Aurini & Quirke, 
2011). Instead, the school caters to a specialized niche of international students who need a 
“tailored educational experience” (Davies & Quirke, 2005, p. 542) in a school that offers 
continuous enrolment and credits granted towards the OSSD. The school operates from 9 AM to 
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5 PM, offering courses on a per-credit basis, mainly for students preparing for university so they 
can complete their OSSD requirements in the shortest time possible. 
Unlike other well-established schools, PPS lacks an acknowledged legacy or a persistent 
track record. Its success depends on its identity, reputation, and the ability to transition students 
to post-secondary institutions. Compared to other private schools, it relies on alternative criteria 
to attract international students (Milian & Quirke, 2017). The criteria include homestay or 
residence with a Canadian family, small class size, a caring atmosphere, individualized lessons, 
opportunity to get to know students’ personal and academic histories, as well as the absence of 
discipline problems.  
Most private schools attract Canadian students who dislike the public system (Davies & 
Quirke, 2005; Quirke, 2009). Instead, parents choose PPS because the school offers a “caring 
consumer ethos” (Quirke, 2009, p. 627) and continuous enrolment throughout the academic year. 
The school’s leadership team and teachers are deeply cognizant of the caring consumer ethos that 
parents seek and actively build rapport with parents who often reside abroad. Thus, the school 
offers a family-like atmosphere with attention to students that goes beyond their academic 
achievement (Quirke, 2009). However, as a tuition-charging educational institution, and despite 
its good intentions of providing personalized care and a nurturing environment for students, 
access to PPS is often limited to upper-middle-class families (Aurini & Quirke, 2011; Milian & 
Davies, 2017). 
Vision, Mission, Values, Purpose, and Goals 
Unlike public schools that operate under governmental control, private schools 
experience greater autonomy and flexibility in the construction of a school culture that reflects 
the practices, values, mission, and vision that the school board desires. PPS’ mission was 
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developed in collaboration with a few selected teachers. The mission is to provide quality 
education, nurture independent lifelong learners, and foster principled, responsible citizens in a 
diverse global society. These goals are reinforced by the school values of supporting students in 
achieving their academic aspirations, ensuring that students can reach their fullest potential, and 
building a safe environment. The school’s vision embraces these values and aims to prepare 
students to pursue flexible career pathways and collaboratively create change as active, global 
citizens.  
Organizational Structure 
The leadership team at PPS consists of the school board, the principal, and the teaching 
and learning coordinator (TLC). The school board sets the strategic focus for the school, and in 
collaboration with the principal, they ensure the school’s overall success. The school board at 
PPS is supportive of initiatives that improve the school’s reputation and serve the public and 
private good, as long as the leadership team adheres to the Ministry's requirements to grant the 
OSSD. The school’s daily leadership practices are directed solely by the principal (Ministry of 
Education, 2013). Yet, it is enacted with an emphasis on collaboration and moving ahead as a 
team with the TLC, teachers, and student mentors. This has created a culture of trust (Tschannen-
Moran & Gareis, 2015) where faculty and staff feel that their voices are heard. Several 
experienced teachers are committed to improvement and innovation at the school and have been 
at the school since its opening in 2017. 
Being an independent school competing in the market of private education providers, 
PPS’ credibility is paramount for the continuity of the school. PPS as a private school has the 
freedom to build its own identity, to define its mission, to hire its faculty and staff, and to 
regulate admission (Baker et al., 2016; Davies & Quirke, 2005). Neither principals nor teachers 
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need to be certified by the Ontario College of Teachers (OCT) or have any formal qualifications 
or teaching specialization to lead or teach at a private school (Ministry of Education, 2013). 
Hiring decisions are often idiosyncratic and subjective, based on the match between the new 
teacher and the school’s philosophy, mission, and goals (Quirke, 2009). However, PPS hires 
OCT-certified teachers only and the principal himself is OCT-certified with principal 
qualifications (PQP, Principal Qualification Program). Along with hiring certified teachers, other 
factors such as passing Ministry inspection, maintaining its credit-granting authority by offering 
the Ontario curriculum, and ensuring that students are accepted in Canadian post-secondary 
institutions are essential to maintaining the school’s legitimacy and reputation. Depending on the 
outcome of the inspection report and the school’s performance based on evidence provided by 
the school principal demonstrating compliance with Ministry requirements including curriculum, 
assessment, and evaluation policies, an on-site inspection may be conducted biannually, 
annually, or biennially (Ministry of Education, 2013).  
Defined by the Ministry of Education as independent “businesses,” (Ministry of 
Education, 2013, p. 7) private schools operate in a neoliberal, competitive environment. PPS will 
either improve and provide quality service to customers or it will go out of business (Pinto, 
2015). Neoliberalism advocates for schools to be managed as businesses based on the belief that 
a business approach to education can boost efficiency and accountability, increase profits, and 
expand market prospects (Davies & Quirke, 2005). Under the neoliberal ideology, competition 
among private schools is based on price and quality (Allen & Burgess, 2010). Schools offer 
reasonable tuitions and personalized learning environments to attract students so they can 
compete and make a profit (Allen & Burgess, 2010). Successful schools survive and unpopular 
schools fail and close, which reflects the nature of competition (Allen & Burgess, 2010). 
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The market neoliberal ideology rewards success, well-defined school missions, contented 
customers, and employs “competitive accountability” (Davies & Quirke, 2005, p. 527), forcing 
schools to focus on measurable practices and qualities. Some private schools participate in 
Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAO) testing as a measurable outcome that 
might give the school a competitive advantage (Davies & Quirke, 2013), and all private school 
students pursuing an OSSD must write the EQAO’s Ontario Secondary School Literacy Test 
(OSSLT). However, private schools like PPS, which do not participate in EQAO testing, can 
evade standardized tests and teacher accreditation that public schools must adhere to on grounds 
of public confidence and still operate successfully (Davies & Quirke, 2005).  
Established Leadership Approaches and Practices 
Neoliberalism has introduced new roles for the principal and teachers at PPS. The 
principal acts as a business manager and an educational leader (DeWitt, 2020), continuously 
pressured to improve performance which reflects the individualistic nature of the neoliberal 
agenda (Davies, 2004; Milian & Quirke, 2017). Driven by accountability measures, the 
principal’s transactional leadership conforms to the business system, evaluating teachers’ 
efficiency and adopting a market-driven approach that meets the needs of parents as clients 
(Davies & Bansel, 2007). Transactional leaders focus on rewarding employees fairly, based on 
their effort and performance. In turn, employees recognize that they need to fulfill their work-
related tasks (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Transactional leadership provides a disciplined, positive 
school environment that emphasizes planning, allocating resources, and establishing 
predictability to maintain the status quo (Oterkiil & Ertesvag, 2014). Transactional leaders avoid 
deviating from the common daily school procedures that already exist, which renders the 
organization as “highly mechanistic rather than organic and evolving” (Smith & Bell, 2011, p. 
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58). A good teacher is defined as one who complies with mandates as dictated by the inspection 
criteria and enables PPS to compete in the market of private schools. The purpose of inspection 
is to determine whether the standard of instruction in courses leading to the OSSD is being 
delivered in compliance with Ministry requirements (Ministry of Education, 2013). Failure to 
follow accountability-oriented standards can have serious consequences.  The school might lose 
its credit-granting authority, teachers risk losing their job security, students jeopardize their 
opportunity to get accepted at reputable universities, and new student enrolment will likely 
decline. These factors have resulted in the school’s narrow focus on outcomes and performance 
that often overlooks the school’s mission and goals. 
Leadership Position and Lens Statement 
Reflecting on my experience as a Biology teacher and head of the science department in 
various independent, private schools, I have gained an insightful understanding of my personal 
leadership position and how it impacts articulating and leading the change pertinent to the PoP. 
Science education is my passion, helping secondary students gain critical thinking skills and 
preparing them to become active citizens able to create change in their wider community. I have 
expertise in the subject area and the agency related to science education at the school. My 
leadership goal is to shift away from the bureaucratic neoliberal norms and expectations towards 
community values. Through this OIP, I attempt to build departmental capacity and highlight how 
teachers’ work within their classrooms contributes to connecting the departmental goals with the 
improvement of the school as a whole (Leithwood, 2016).   
Agency 
As the current teaching and learning coordinator at PPS, I have the agency to lead the 
change, with an understanding of the necessary conditions needed to implement the OIP and the 
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concerns of the stakeholders involved in the change process. The literature supports the idea of 
middle leaders as agents and promoters of change (Gaubatz & Ensminger, 2015; Rigano & 
Ritchie, 2003; Tam, 2010). As a middle leader, I primarily carry out a managerial role and a 
leadership role; smoothly managing the department while leading change (Gaubatz & 
Ensminger, 2015). My leadership tasks are focused on improvement within the science 
department and on enacting sustainable change. Given the increasing pressures that the 
neoliberal system has imposed on the principal’s role, my position offers the principal the time 
and energy to concentrate on other leadership tasks and practices (Gaubatz & Ensminger, 2015). 
My duties give me the agency to address the PoP and enact the improvement plan. I have 
the adequate agency to strengthen the need for change, to act as a change agent, and to influence 
stakeholders to adopt the change plan in the hope that we can attain the desired state of the 
school. I am accountable to the principal and mediate communication between the principal and 
the science teachers. My role includes performing a wide range of multifaceted pedagogical and 
administrative duties. Administrative duties include ensuring internal and external accountability 
measures are met and securing resources for devising instructional designs for curriculum 
implementation (Bryant & Rao, 2019). Pedagogical duties include team building, mentoring 
teachers, creating opportunities for professional learning, evaluating departmental performance 
and student progress, and collegially planning and setting goals and high expectations. These 
responsibilities facilitate teacher empowerment and ensure a supportive environment that fosters 
improvement of existing practices as teachers engage in reflective practices (Bryant et al., 2020).  
Given the PoP context, where enacting the school’s mission is a shared responsibility, the 
leadership approach must be collective, coupled with significant pedagogical shifts. In leading 
the OIP towards change, team leadership and instructional leadership are adopted. Team 
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leadership is imperative for the collective effort required for the change processes (Curry, 2014) 
and instructional leadership is crucial in aiding teachers in questioning, reflecting, and enhancing 
their pedagogical approaches to integrate citizenship within the Ontario Secondary Science 
Curriculum (2008) (Hallinger, 2005; Lochmiller & Acker-Hocevar, 2016). The integrated 
instructional-team approach to this PoP attempts to create a team that will work collaboratively 
to gain new knowledge, skills, strategies, and various practices that will transform teaching and 
learning with the moral purpose to prepare students to participate in life beyond school (Ancona 
et al., 2009; Benoliel & Berkovich, 2017; Gutek, 2013). 
Instructional Approach 
Instructional leadership (IL) focuses primarily on enhancing the quality of teaching and 
learning (Hallinger & Wang, 2015; King, 2002) and on students’ engagement with the teacher 
(Bush & Glover, 2012). It is a critical leadership approach in secondary school improvement 
initiatives given the complexity and depth of the curricula (Leithwood, 2016). Addressing the 
PoP requires an instructional leadership approach that is compatible with the competent faculty 
at PPS and is grounded in three dimensions: (a) identifying the school’s civic goals of the 
mission; (b) managing the instructional program to implement those goals; and (c) promoting a 
positive, collaborative school culture that leads to students’ success (DeWitt, 2020; Hallinger & 
Wang, 2015; Marks & Printy, 2003). The instructional leader’s role is to support teachers as they 
improve their professional practice, embracing the role of a mediator of teachers’ progress rather 
than an inspector of teachers’ competence (Marks & Printy, 2003). These instructional leadership 
practices are based on collaborative inquiry that encourages teachers to self-reflect and to 




Understanding the need for IL in the context of this PoP requires a shift from the broader 
understanding of IL to a more focused insight that explains its value for this OIP. In the OSSC 
(2008), science, technology, society, and environment (STSE) issues have been positioned as 
vehicles for promoting democratic citizenship through science education because these issues are 
significant and can bridge school science with citizenship goals (Pedretti & Bellomo, 2013). 
STSE issues are important to citizenship and the ability to engage with the social outcomes of 
science to make informed decisions (Ministry of Education, 2008). However, STSE issues and 
integrating citizenship education in science is challenging for teachers since it is a new area of 
content. The integration of citizenship in science requires abandoning conventional teaching 
methods and adopting “autonomy-supportive” (Ham & Kim, 2013, p. 58) teaching methods. 
Autonomous teaching and learning are often tied with “instructional uncertainties” (Ham & Kim, 
2013, p. 58) that teachers avoid because it is associated with the risk of not meeting the 
curriculum standards while conforming to traditional teaching methods can safely guarantee 
student achievement. Hence, the role of IL that supports teachers in trying novel teaching 
strategies, reflect on their practices and consider alternative content-specific teaching 
frameworks that foster students’ engagement with STSE issues in meaningful learning 
experiences. IL encourages innovation among teachers despite the constraints of the neoliberal 
system that the school operates in.  
IL is a non-hierarchical approach the fosters collaboration and ethical practice. IL 
supports professional practice and reciprocal responsibility to establish the foundation for shared 
norms and to build and sustain a culture of trust among all stakeholders involved in the change 
plan. The instructional leader must be actively involved in the accomplishment of organizational 
goals to empower others and encourage the commitment of organizational members (Goddard et 
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al., 2020). Trust, shared goals, and collaborative action support behavior changes needed to 
maintain the commitment for change (Zuckerman & O’Shea, 2021).  
Team Approach 
The PoP addressed in this OIP is situated within the science department at PPS. 
Leithwood (2016) states that teachers often form collegial relationships within the same 
department, develop a distinctive identity, and closely identify with teachers teaching the same 
subject matter, which creates a unique environment that might influence teachers’ commitment 
to the whole school. Departmental allegiance, while favored, might create a barrier that impacts 
the commitment to the organization and the collective responsibility to improve the school as an 
organization. Therefore, a team leadership (TL) approach is essential since collaboration and a 
common vision for change is a requirement to accomplish change (Antinluoma et al., 2018). 
The role of school teams is often marginalized in school improvement literature (Benoliel 
& Berkovich, 2017). Team leadership offers a “coupling mechanism” (Benoliel & Berkovich, 
2017, p. 923) of collaboration and adaptability necessary to institute change. TL encourages 
members to contribute their expertise, skills, and knowledge to the shared goals for improvement 
(Antinluoma et al., 2018). Teachers as change agents become actively involved in the school’s 
vision for change (Lukacs & Galluzzo, 2014). Historically, vision is a concept entrusted to 
leaders and imposed on faculty and staff (Harrison & Killion, 2007; Kalin & Zuljan, 2007). 
Consequently, teachers are alienated from the improvement plan and are constrained to their 
classrooms. This OIP centers around a bottom-up approach to TL, capitalizing on teachers’ 
expertise as they learn together, collaboratively, and collectively constructing knowledge (Hayes 
et al., 2004; Lukacs & Galluzzo, 2014).  
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This OIP will use Kotter’s (2014) change model to initiate change towards the desired 
state of the school. After creating a sense of urgency, the second accelerator in Kotter’s (2014) 
model is “creating a guiding coalition” (p. 28) based on trust and shared goals, with the capacity 
and potential to enact change. However, creating a team does not guarantee that collaboration 
will take place (Antinluoma et al., 2018). Successful teams can dynamically adjust to various 
demands (Christian et al., 2017), can effectively monitor their performance (Day et al., 2016), 
can learn knowledge and new skills that result from the shared experience of the team members 
(Ellis et al., 2003), can apply conflict resolution practices (Bhat et al., 2012), and can perform 
interdependent tasks (Benoliel & Berkovich, 2017). For this OIP, the success of the “cross-
curricular thematic approach” (Syed, 2013, p. 138) to citizenship education hinges on the ability 
of the team to extend its focus outside the team’s boundaries (Benoliel & Berkovich, 2017). The 
cross-curricular thematic approach requires collaboration between the science department and 
other departments at PPS; thus, the guiding coalition must foster ongoing exchanges with other 
stakeholders by maintaining a “loose boundary” (Benoliel & Berkovich, 2017, p. 926) around 
itself seeking support, resources, and feedback from teachers and leaders in other departments.  
Conceptual Framework 
The mission statement defines the purpose of an organization (Toh & Koon, 2017). 
Often, the written goals of an organization’s mission do not align with the practiced goals, the 
performance outcomes, or the individual behaviors of stakeholders (Williams et al., 2014). 
However, implementing the mission statement is not the sole responsibility of the leader. It 
demands a collective, team approach that capitalizes on the expertise of team members 
(Hackman, 2002). Given the individualistic, neoliberal school culture, the desired state of PPS is 
to embed teamwork in the school’s daily practices with collaboration being the foundation of this 
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OIP. Team leadership is particularly well-suited to generate change, offering a shift from the 
conventional bureaucratic approach of school leadership towards team effort which allows for 
more constructive, long-term changes to become embedded in the school culture (Hackman, 
2002). 
The conceptual model (Figure 1), adapted from Hackman’s (2002) framework to building 
a team-friendly environment, demonstrates the network of relationships between the main factors 
essential to implementing change at PPS (Rocco & Plakhotnik, 2009). Implementing the civic 
goal of the school’s mission requires a compelling direction, team approach, instructional 
support, and a supportive organizational context (Hackman, 2002). These four moderating 
conditions are driven by leadership commitment to change. An anticipated core outcome is a 
cross-thematic approach to citizenship education (Syed, 2013). The team approach to the change 
plan will support teachers in developing their competence in citizenship education and the 
pedagogical content knowledge they may need and to engage in professional growth as 
independent learners (Marks & Printy, 2003). An alignment between the civic values of the 
school’s mission and the values of the stakeholders will nurture the development of a learning 
community that fosters organizational commitment and reinforces collaboration and the 










Conceptual Framework  
 
Adapted from Leading Teams: Setting the Stage for Great Performances (p. 28), by R. 
Hackman, 2002, Harvard Business Review Press. Copyright 2002 by the Harvard Business 
School Publishing Corporation.  
Leadership Problem of Practice 
The problem of practice in this organizational improvement plan addresses the lack of 
congruence between the school’s mission, specifically the goal related to citizenship education, 
and the teaching and learning practices within the science department at PPS, a private secondary 
school in Ontario. The school’s mission is not reflected in the school’s culture, does not 
influence how the school operates, and does not drive classroom practices. The three main 
factors that impede bringing the school’s mission to life at PPS are: (a) a compliance culture 
grounded in Ministry inspection; (b) insufficient professional development opportunities; and (c) 
lack of scaffolding within the OSSC (2008).  
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Through personal reflection, conversations with colleagues, teacher satisfaction surveys 
conducted by the principal, classroom observations, student assessments, and a review of 
literature, it is evident that citizenship at the school is currently on the margins. Science and 
citizenship are inherently linked (Pedretti & Bellomo, 2013); yet; citizenship education and 
science education are addressed as separate goals, each involving separate subjects. Time 
constraints impact planning and offer few opportunities for teachers to engage in collaborative 
discussions related to instruction and student learning. Credentialism dominates the school’s 
climate. Universities and parental pressure concerned with post-secondary admissions have 
created a climate concerned with offering science education that is primarily preparatory in 
nature and focus, “equipping students with the knowledge and skills they need to meet the 
entrance requirements for university programs” (Ministry of Education, 2008, p. 11). Current 
practices are assessment-oriented, with a teacher-centered approach. Assessments show that 
students are evaluated for their ability to analyze science content with little or no reference to 
controversial STSE issues because of its overwhelming nature and the moral reasoning required 
to analyze these complex issues. There is an overemphasis on teaching content and a focus on 
assessments to meet inspection criteria and Growing Success (2010). Any evidence of 
citizenship education is random, not the result of careful planning. 
Luckily, PPS is a relatively new school, established in 2017. It is still in the happening 
phase and currently experiences few problems that have not been engrained yet in the school’s 
culture and practices. This situation motivates the team to set a compelling direction and adopt 
and implement the change initiative that would set the school on the right path before problems 
become deep-rooted. The way forward is a cross-curricular thematic approach to citizenship 
education as an integral goal of the school’s mission. The desired state values collaborative 
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decision-making in building common goals for the implementation of PPS’ mission, 
organizational commitment, supportive and trusting relationships between teachers from 
different departments, and a learning culture that encourages teachers to take pedagogical risks 
as they experience professional growth in the area of citizenship education in science (Hayes et 
al., 2004).  
Educational leaders and teachers at PPS face the dilemma of responding to the market 
needs and the need to support the development of students’ identities. As the gatekeepers of their 
classrooms, teachers are held accountable for the students’ academic achievements and therefore 
make pedagogical decisions to meet the expectations of these accountabilities (Lim, 2008). Yet, 
education should not be limited to broadening students’ intellectual capacity (Sharpe, 2013). 
Teachers must engage in citizenship education to help develop caring citizens that are capable of 
solving societal problems equitably and fairly. Science education for citizenship is essential in 
preparing students to be agents of change rather than passive bystanders of socio-scientific issues 
and events. The cross-curricular thematic approach is not only about educating students to be 
well-informed, responsible citizens; it is specifically concerned with preparing students to be 
proactive, participatory, social justice-oriented citizens that take an active role in addressing 
these issues and are empowered to contribute to the development of a democratic society. This is 
not to argue that citizenship should be the primary focus of science education, at the expense of 
preparing students for university placements. Instead, the cross-curricular approach may exist 
alongside the range of goals of (science) education. 
Framing the Problem of Practice 
This PoP is symptomatic of a broader neoliberal issue in education where performance-
based accountability measures guide school practices (Ben Jaafar & Earl, 2008; DeLuca et al., 
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2014). The performance-based system impacts the school’s reputation, enrolment rates, profit, 
credibility, and its ability to survive in the market of private schools. To situate the PoP in the 
broader contextual factors that have caused the problem and impacted PPS as a context in this 
OIP, Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four frames for understanding an organization will be used. A 
frame is a “mental model” (Bolman & Deal, 2017, p. 12) used to understand a particular problem 
or context. The four frames are: (a) human resources frame; (b) structural frame; (c) political 
frame; and (d) symbolic frame. The explicit framing of the problem facilitates the development 
of appropriate solutions to achieve the desired state of the organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017). 
Human Resource Frame 
The human resource frame centers around people as an asset to the organization (Bolman 
& Deal, 2017). It focuses on the need to build relationships, motivate people, and empower them 
for change. In the context of PPS, teachers are the primary change agents. Through this frame, 
science teachers at PPS tend to act independently with weak tangible strategies for citizenship 
education in their instructional designs. Citizenship in science involves multidimensional, 
controversial social and moral issues that bear various perspectives with no clear answer or 
solution (Alivernini & Manganelli, 2011). The lack of tangible instructional strategies 
discourages the development of citizenship competencies and reflective, independent learning 
that students require (Zuniga et al., 2020). Additionally, teachers find curricular guidelines 
relevant to citizenship to be vague (Pedretti & Bellomo, 2013).  
The elements of citizenship education tend to be complex for science teachers and so they 
need support in strengthening their pedagogical practices (Zuniga et al., 2020). Citizenship 
education does not require mastery of content knowledge but the proficiency of skills, attitudes, 
and behaviors that create an active, dynamic, and open classroom environment (Avery et al., 
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2013). Furthermore, teachers need support in managing participatory classroom environments 
that are responsive to discussion and debates because such an environment is critical for 
citizenship education (Pedretti & Bellomo, 2013).  
Political Frame 
The political frame centers around organizations as “coalitions” with “coalition 
members” (Bolman & Deal, 2017, p. 184) that hold different values, interests, and perceptions. 
As an independent school, PPS possesses a unique environment that is often ridden with various 
challenges such as compliance, marketing, high teacher turn-over rate, and demanding parents 
(Berard & Murphy, 1993). Through this frame, those challenges are the result of the neoliberal 
influence on education, framing schools as “capitalist enterprises” (Choi & Kim, 2020, p. 465) 
that safeguard students’ competence in becoming members of the labor power, obeying the 
demands of the globalized economy (Apple, 2017).  
This hegemonic neoliberal rhetoric in education is ingrained in citizenship education 
where the image of a global citizen is portrayed as one who is productive, competitive, and 
employable (Alviar-Martin & Baildon, 2016; Choi & Kim, 2020). It is a striking contradiction to 
the competencies espoused by citizenship where students are encouraged to critically question 
policies, to value public interest, to be culturally responsive, and to embrace democratic values 
such as solidarity, justice, and diversity (Choi & Kim, 2020). 
Structural Frame 
The structural frame centers around the organization’s framework of hierarchy, 
expectations, and interactions that influence the desired state of that organization (Bolman & 
Deal, 2017). PPS has a typical administrative system common to private schools situating the 
principal as a manager in a competitive environment that depends on marketing to recruit 
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international students. Middle managers (i.e. TLC and student mentors) work under the guidance 
of the principal and have limited decision-making power. The principal has a strong presence at 
the school, driven by accountability measures (Ministry of Education, 2013). A major task for 
the principal is maintaining a focus on the school’s mission while juggling the various 
managerial and marketing tasks.  
Change remains in the hands of the principal where teachers are expected to comply 
without providing input or contributing to the school’s goals and vision. This vertical structure at 
PPS contradicts the collaborative goals to be outlined in this OIP. Given the context of private 
schools, where there is a high turnover of leadership team members and teachers, sustaining 
change involves creating a school culture that is capable of continuous learning (Vanderheide, 
2017). The desired state of the school involves developing a learning community that is 
committed to teachers’ professional growth. A learning community frames relationships in 
schools and espouses teacher learning as complementary to student learning (Hayes et al., 2004). 
Therefore, a team approach and a collaborative working environment are the foundations of this 
OIP. 
Symbolic Frame 
The symbolic frame refers to the organizational culture and how people make sense of a 
given context through cultural symbols (Bolman & Deal, 2017). In other words, it is how the 
school operates and how stakeholders react to the school’s mission, goals, and practices that 
create a unique culture. In theory, the school’s mission supports the school culture, and a strong 
school culture sustains the school’s mission (Boerema, 2006). The mission asserts the school’s 
values and describes the educational practices necessary to fulfill that mission (Bittencourt & 
Willetts, 2018). At PPS, the mission is a symbol for recognition and legitimacy (Bittencourt & 
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Willetts, 2018) and a symbol of the tension between the ideals of civic values and the 
accountability mandates of private education. 
Performative demands are a symbol of PPS’ culture, evident in the school’s choice of 
professional development topics, teachers’ reluctance in abandoning certain traditional teaching 
methods, and a narrowing of the science curriculum to a focus on measurable skills. Change, 
therefore, requires motivated teachers who are confident that new pedagogies and a change in 
school culture can positively influence student learning and their own professional growth. For 
teachers to have the motivation needed to enact change, they need the support of the leadership 
team at the school. Saleh and Khine (2014) state that teacher motivation is personal; thus, 
teachers’ commitment to change depends on how they perceive the need for change and how 
attainable it is. The common top-down approach to leadership that often dictates teachers to 
change their practices even if they are not convinced or motivated to do so will be detrimental to 
the change processes at PPS (Vanderheide, 2017) and it stands against what citizenship 
education calls for.  
Guiding Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice 
Considering the school’s context and the factors affecting the problem of practice, a 
thorough review of the literature prompted three guiding questions central to this OIP. The 
guiding questions are the lines of inquiry that provide focus and direction for planning change 
that leads to the desired state of the school. The three guiding questions are: 
• How can the school leadership balance accountability and compliance while 
implementing the civic goals of the school’s mission?  
• How can the school leadership support teachers in enhancing their understanding of 
citizenship education in the science curriculum?  
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• How can collaboration and teamwork support the necessary changes needed to 
implement the school’s mission?  
How can the school leadership balance accountability and compliance while implementing 
the civic goals of the school’s mission?  
Implementing the civic goal of PPS’ mission and integrating citizenship in science 
education requires dynamic pedagogies that might be intellectually challenging for teachers and 
students because they are firmly tied to the world beyond the science classroom (Hayes et al., 
2004). Teachers, being the most influential drivers of the school’s mission and the “bearers of 
change” (Hayes et al., 2004, p. 525), often clash with the school culture that focuses on 
accountability and visible outcomes, rendering the social development of students as less 
valuable (Perryman, 2009). Schools have a democratic public purpose that should not be 
swamped by the economic, neoliberal purposes that have been imposed on schooling and school 
leadership (Cranston, 2013).  
How can the school leadership support teachers in enhancing their understanding of 
citizenship education in the science curriculum?  
The OSSC for Grades 9 to 12 (Ministry of Education, 2008) integrates citizenship 
competencies through STSE issues that offer opportunities for students to practice informed 
decision-making with consideration for ethics, critical thinking, and problem-solving. While this 
can be considered as the Ministry’s attempt at incorporating citizenship goals into the science 
curriculum, the document lacks the scaffolding presented in the Canadian and World Studies 
curriculum (Ministry of Education, 2015). Furthermore, the curriculum lacks references to civic 
goals, so one can assume that it is left for the teacher’s discretion to infer, from the Ministry 
documents, how to integrate these goals into STSE issues and assessment procedures. The 
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absence of a clear framework presents a barrier in what is already considered a dense curriculum. 
Teachers feel constrained by their lack of knowledge about citizenship issues and how to teach it 
in the science classroom (Larsen & Faden, 2008). A cross-curricular approach as a redefined 
perception of citizenship education rests on teachers as the primary change implementors in the 
classroom (Contreras & Aceituno, 2017). Without adequate training, support, resources, and 
preparation, science teachers might struggle with teaching citizenship because it demands more 
complex professional skills and competencies (Larsen & Faden, 2008).  
How can collaboration and teamwork support the necessary changes needed to implement 
the school’s mission?  
Teamwork is necessary for solving problems that cannot be solved by one member of an 
organization (Benoliel & Schechter, 2018). Collaboration and teamwork are expected to improve 
performance, broaden the team members’ knowledge base, and enhance the capacity to create 
change (Benoliel & Schechter, 2018; Gaudelli, 2013). However, if teams are not properly led, 
they often fail in accomplishing tasks and in fulfilling their potential. At PPS, a context 
characterized by a bureaucratic nature, teamwork can exert a positive impact on how the school 
operates by reducing teacher isolation, resistance, and by facilitating the ability to adjust to 
change (Benoliel & Schechter, 2018).  
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change 
Change is a complex, incremental, dynamic, and often unpredictable process that requires 
constant refining and development to maintain its relevance (Burnes, 1996). After identifying the 
need for change, leaders face the challenging task of defining and describing the desired future 
state of the organization (Cawsey et al., 2016). This process is called gap analysis. A gap 
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analysis is necessary because the school’s change approach, vision for change, and the future 
state must stem from its current state.  
Gap Analysis 
The current state at PPS is characterized by a disconnect between the civic goal of the 
school’s mission and the accountability mandates of private education. Citizenship education and 
science education are addressed as separate goals, each involving separate subjects. 
Effectiveness is narrowly defined by the students’ academic progress and measurable results; yet 
it is not sufficient in terms of preparing students to become informed and responsible citizens 
(Day, Gu, & Sammons, 2016).  
Citizenship education is a professional responsibility that is not measured in assessments 
or checked by external accountability mandates. It is a moral commitment to students with a 
wider societal purpose (Day, Gu, & Sammons, 2016). The desired state lies in collaborative 
processes that give explicit attention to citizenship as a cross-disciplinary issue. The school 
leadership at PPS should shift the school practices from one governed by accountability 
measures to one grounded in “professional responsibility” (Cranston, 2013, p. 129). The 
leadership team must collaboratively build a shared set of achievable goals for the 
implementation of the school’s mission, understand and develop individual and team learning 
(DeWitt, 2020), and redesign school practices that enhance effective change (Holmes et al., 
2013; Xiao-jun, 2010). 
Priorities for Change and Change Drivers 
Understanding the drivers for change is crucial to avoid any miscommunication about the 
scope for change. Identifying the priorities for change makes the process of executing the change 
manageable and reasonable for stakeholders. The priorities for change stem from the integrated 
23 
 
approach of team and instructional leadership which involves creating shared goals and shaping 
instructional strategies to reflect the goals collaboratively set by all stakeholders. When the 
leader merges the characteristics from the two leadership models, the resulting behavior and 
practices will likely increase the teachers’ commitment, professional involvement, and 
willingness to collaborate (Antinluoma et al., 2018; DeWitt, 2020; srMarks & Printy, 2003). 
Teachers’ Professional Growth 
 Professional growth gives teachers the confidence to contribute beyond their own 
classrooms and work collaboratively for the improvement of the organization of which they are a 
part (Hunzicker, 2013). It allows teachers to be actively involved in designing their practice with 
purposeful action (Oolbekkink-Marchand et al., 2017). Teachers would intentionally transform 
and refine their pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) driven by personal characteristics such as 
commitment, motivation, and responsibility, and by contextual factors such as leadership 
support, collaboration with colleagues, and agency within their own professional space 
(Oolbekkink-Marchand et al., 2017). However, teachers’ agency to act within their professional 
space requires leadership support. Otherwise, teachers might feel lost and their agentic capacity 
diminishes as boundaries for autonomy become loose (Oolbekkink-Marchand et al., 2017).  
Organizational Commitment  
Given the accountability limitations under which the school now operates, PPS’ success 
is typically defined by the academic achievement of its students and their university enrollment 
rates. However, the broader purposes of education and schooling are much more than students’ 
achievement and academic curricula (Cranston, 2013). Developing active, informed citizens who 
can serve public purposes and competently contribute to society should be deeply embedded in 
the school’s vision, goals, and culture (Cranston, 2007). This requires school leadership 
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commitment and a balance between accommodating “external accountability demands and 
internal responsibility priorities” (Cranston, 2013, p. 134). Professional responsibility, in this 
context, means shifting towards a morally responsible, values-driven approach to schooling. 
School leadership becomes a social responsibility that seeks to develop students equipped to 
create a socially just, sustainable future (Cranston, 2007). Team and instructional leadership 
approaches oppose the current authoritative leadership at PPS in favor of an increased 
commitment to shared goals by aligning the school’s structures with its civic mission (Cranston, 
2007). 
Collaboration  
Developing a team to attain the desired state of the school depends on collaboration 
among teachers. Collaboration among teachers from different departments necessitates a leap 
from working behind a closed classroom door (Bowman, 2004) to a new engaging identity 
committed to organizational goals. However, collaboration depends on the collective trust of the 
team members (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015). Otherwise, teachers may feel vulnerable, 
and instead of collaboration, they would embrace a “self-protective stance” (Tschannen-Moran 
& Gareis, 2015, p. 68) and disengage from the change process. Considered together, the team 
and instructional leadership approach, which will be implemented in this OIP, establishes trust, 
reinforces support, and creates a safe environment for teachers to share their divergent opinions 
(Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015). Collaboration de-privatizes teaching practices (Hunzicker, 
2013) and fosters the collective vision and common goals for the proposed change.  
Development of a Learning Community 
Developing a learning community has the potential to improve the professional growth of 
teachers and the growth of the school as an educational organization (Xiao-jun, 2010). A 
25 
 
learning culture emphasizes open communication and exchange of knowledge that facilitate 
individual and organizational learning. For a learning community to develop into a learning 
organization, Watkins and Marsick (1999) and Marsick and Watkins (2016) assert that individual 
learning should come first, followed by team learning that evolves into organizational learning. 
As teachers learn under the umbrella of an integrated team and instructional leadership approach, 
they progress from learning individually to learning in teams which enhances the overall 
capacity of the organization to improve its performance (DeWitt, 2020; Xiao-jun, 2010). A 
learning community facilitates the transfer of knowledge and new methods across departments 
until learning becomes part of the daily practices at PPS. Driven by the goal to implement a 
cross-curricular thematic approach to citizenship in science education, a learning community 
fosters an environment that supports questioning and experimentation where teachers learn from 
diverse perspectives and are willing to consider various opinions while safely voicing their 
concerns (Xiao-jun, 2010). 
Stakeholders 
Embracing change requires a committed, purposeful leadership that can guide, inspire, 
and motivate the stakeholders to become involved in shifting the teaching practices in the 
direction of the new and shared educational goals of the school. If a shared vision is not agreed 
on by all stakeholders, resistance might arise, and the change process will slow down 
(Vanderheide, 2017). 
Teachers  
Teachers will lead the change from their classrooms (Hunzicker, 2013). The desired state 
of the school requires teachers to become resilient to the persistent challenging circumstances 
that might arise as they balance the change initiative while attending to the day-to-day tasks 
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within the classroom (Lewthwaite, 2006). At PPS, teachers have limited experience and training 
with citizenship education in science. They acknowledge the importance of addressing the civic 
goal of the school’s mission within the science department; yet, teaching and learning are mostly 
concerned with students’ academic performance as students are assessed for their ability to 
reason on assessments and evaluative tasks. Knowledge and action are segregated and “the 
possession of knowledge does not carry any moral obligation” (Kim, 2015, p. 1176). Enhancing 
teachers’ pedagogical professionalism for teaching citizenship takes time, demands room for 
experimenting, and requires the opportunity to collaborate and exchange ideas among colleagues 
(Hunzicker, 2013). For this to occur, teachers need to be given the resources, support, and 
planning time to develop new materials and strategies. 
Leadership Team 
As a private school, PPS resides within a business environment that constantly seeks new 
competitive advantages. The school’s leadership team should be competent in management to 
survive the market pressure (Archbald, 2013). Yet, competent management must be 
accompanied by a vision for change which acts as a “critical lever for improvement” (Archbald, 
2013, p. 137). Therefore, the role of the leadership team at PPS is not to implement change but 
rather to foster an environment that encourages teachers to take risks as they develop their PCK 
relevant to citizenship in science education. The leadership team will maintain the position of a 
learner alongside the teachers, grounded in moral actions with clear educational values, rather 
than positioning itself in an authoritative role (Holmes et al., 2013). 
Students 
Students need citizenship education to be armed with the knowledge, skills, and values to 
engage in activism and to address STSE issues, as well as political, cultural, and other global 
27 
 
matters of the 21st century (Guo, 2014).  If students feel that they are incapable of solving 
problems, they might become desensitized towards generating change (Vanderheide, 2017). This 
is not to suggest that civic education should be the primary purpose of science curricula at the 
expense of content knowledge. However, science education for citizenship is necessary if we 
want students to situate themselves within the broader purpose of their role as citizens as they 
develop an awareness of the larger public purposes (Reimers, 2006). 
Organizational Change Readiness 
An organization’s capacity for change depends on empowering stakeholders to question 
the change, to actively participate in the change initiative, and to continuously learn individually 
and collectively (Kosar et al., 2016). Readiness for change depends on collaboration because the 
authentic implementation of the school’s mission is a small-scale, incremental process, and 
results are not immediately experienced (Burnes, 1996). At PPS, the leadership team acts as a 
compass for teachers to act collectively and sets goals relevant to the desired state of the school. 
PPS’ readiness for change will be assessed through the eight readiness elements by Judge and 
Douglas (2009), through my assessment as a middle leader at the school, and through my 
personal experience as I closely work alongside the principal, teachers, and students. 
Capacity for Change  
William Judge, a prominent scholar in the field of leadership and organizational change, 
defines organizational capacity for change as the multidimensional, dynamic capability of an 
organization to prepare and respond effectively to unpredictable situations that often accompany 
change initiatives (Judge, 2011). Judge proposes a framework of eight dimensions to assess 
organizational change capacity. The eight dimensions are organized under three broad 
categories: (a) school culture; (b) school leadership; and (c) followers (Figure 2). The capacity 
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for change allows for an evaluation of past and current organizational competencies to be able to 
anticipate uncertainties. Building the organization’s capacity for change is a critical success 
factor that will influence performance, perceptions of change, and the organizational culture 
(Judge, 2011). 
Figure 2 
Eight Dimensions of Organizational Capacity for Change 
 
Adapted from Building Organizational Capacity for Change: The Strategic Leader’s New 
Mandate (p.112), by W. Judge, 2011, Business Expert Press. Copyright 2011 by the Business 
Expert Press.  
The eight dimensions proposed by Judge appear distinct, yet they are interrelated. Each 
element will be analyzed in the context of the school to assess the readiness for change at the 
individual and organizational levels. The framework suggests that leaders should be proactive for 
innovation to occur while maintaining accountability (Judge, 2011); a relevant issue in the 
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context of the accountability-driven culture of the school. Adopting this view will more likely 
motivate change agents to cooperate and become actively involved in the improvement plan. 
Accountable Culture 
Accountable culture refers to the ability of an organization to meet the set goals in a pre-
determined time frame (Judge & Douglas, 2009). The leadership team is committed to change 
and works closely with the small number of teachers to increase teachers’ capacity while being 
accountable to the inspection criteria. The leadership team at PPS honors responsibilities and 
effectively practices accountability. Commitment to external accountability measures currently 
dominates and constrains leadership at PPS. However, this accountability can be translated into 
commitment and internal responsibility priorities to implement the change plan. An accountable 
culture in this context requires a shift from a school leadership dominated by external 
accountability to one grounded in professional responsibility (Cranston, 2013).  
Innovative Culture 
Innovative culture refers to the ability of an organization to encourage innovation (Judge 
& Douglas, 2009). Science teachers at PPS are the agents that will bring about innovation in 
science teaching and learning. Teachers have the potential to inspire, motivate, and empower 
students to actively engage in civic participation, decision-making, and action (Jovanovica & 
Ciricb, 2016). However, the compliance culture at PPS has led to a narrowing of the taught 
curriculum in science classrooms and a focus on measurable skills relevant to assessments. 
Students are positioned in passive and receptive roles with assessment tools becoming the 
primary legitimators of knowledge and understanding (Crocco & Costigan, 2016). Although 
meeting inspection demands is important, further efforts are required to aid teachers in creating 
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innovative learning experiences “that liberate and use intelligence” and those that “challenge 
customs and interfere with growth” (Gutek, 2013, p. 235).  
Systems Thinking 
Systems thinking refers to the ability of an organization to holistically identify the root 
causes behind a problem and the interdependencies of these causes that are part of the whole 
organization (Judge & Douglas, 2009). At PPS, systems thinking is weak. Teachers work 
individually and are concerned about matters and problems related to their own classroom and 
department. Thinking holistically and adopting a whole-school perspective on responsibilities is 
an area that needs improvement. Addressing the PoP requires robust systems thinking where 
teachers plan together and work collaboratively towards achieving the school’s mission (Evans et 
al., 2012). Systems thinking is linked to innovative school culture (Judge & Douglas, 2009) and 
it reflects the connections between traditionally compartmentalized subjects and departments. It 
allows teachers to extend their capacity for change to the whole school instead of being confined 
to what is happening in one’s department. Team leadership with inter-departmental connections 
and an involved middle management (Judge & Douglas, 2009) would improve systems thinking 
of PPS to attain the desired state of the school and sustain systems thinking as a decision-making 
approach. Decisions and actions are thus framed in light of their impact on the rest of the school 
(Evans et al., 2012). 
Involved Middle Management 
Involved middle management refers to the ability of middle leaders to create a 
communication network between the leadership team and the organizational members (Judge & 
Douglas, 2009). Middle leadership at PPS includes the TLC and student mentors who are heavily 
involved with teachers and students, liaising between the principal and teachers and between 
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teachers in various departments. An involved middle management is essential in this OIP as I am 
the TLC at PPS responsible for implementing the improvement plan in the science department. 
Maintaining effective and consistent communication channels with teachers, guided by a team 
leadership approach, is imperative for enacting change as it influences individual learning, team 
learning, and organizational learning (Watkins & Marsick, 1999). Even in teams with well-
established collaboration, poor communication might result in misunderstandings, resentment, or 
failure to accomplish key tasks relevant to the change process (Fleming, 2014). 
Trustworthy Leadership  
This element refers to the ability of the leadership team to earn the trust of organizational 
members (Judge & Douglas, 2009). A culture of trust and support is prevalent at the school, 
between the owners of the school and the leadership team, and between the leadership team and 
the teachers and students. The leadership team acknowledges that building trust with faculty, 
staff, parents, and students is imperative for the success of the school and has positively 
impacted the commitment of teachers to the school and the goals set by the leadership team 
(Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2014). Teachers are often willing to go beyond the expectations of 
their requirements because they trust that the leader’s vision is targeted towards organizational 
improvement with student learning at the core of any initiative or change plan.  
Effective Communication  
Effective communication refers to the ability of an organization to communicate the 
change plan with all members (Judge & Douglas, 2009). If the vision is not clearly 
communicated, the leadership team might have to face resistance and weak readiness which will 
be reflected in spending more time in stage four of Kotter’s (2014) model that requires 
constantly communicating the new vision and strategies. Effective formal and informal 
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communication channels exist at PPS at all levels. Regular meetings, e-mails, and an open-door 
approach are common practices, enhancing collaboration as the goal of this OIP. Effective 
communication will be supported by a collaborative team culture where teachers are encouraged 
to voice their opinions without feeling threatened by the current hierarchal system. A trustworthy 
leadership (Judge & Douglas, 2009) reinforces open communication that highlights any 
disagreements that may arise and will likely reduce competition among team members (Fleming, 
2014). 
Trusting Followers 
Trusting followers refers to the will of organizational members to participate and enact 
the change initiative directed by the leadership team (Judge & Douglas, 2009). Faculty trust in 
the leadership team at PPS is based on established integrity and competent management of daily 
school operations. Teachers are cognizant of the leadership’s team responsibility, accountability, 
competency, and vision for improvement. Despite the dominant transactional leadership 
approach, a community of trusting followers exists at PPS and has resulted in trust in the 
organization itself. However, this does not fully guarantee that teachers will embrace the 
proposed change. Instructional approaches must change, a collaborative work environment will 
be encouraged, and a strong moral purpose will drive the change vision in the science 
department. These factors might be challenging for teachers and it might impact their willingness 
to participate in the improvement plan.   
Capacity  
Capacity refers to the ability of the organization to empower members as capable change 
agents (Judge & Douglas, 2009). At PPS, teachers are the primary change implementors and they 
need support for change and “support that expects change” (Lewthwaite, 2006, p. 332). The 
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teachers are competent in the curricular content. However, integrating citizenship education in 
science is a new area of content. Teachers must be willing to embrace new responsibilities as 
they encounter certain material that relates to themes of citizenship, despite the constraints of 
curricular expectations, time, or fear that they are incompetent. An innovative culture, 
trustworthy leadership, involved middle management, and proper communication are all 
elements that can directly impact teachers’ readiness and capacity for change (Judge & Douglas, 
2009). 
Conclusion 
This chapter introduces the organizational context and structure at PPS. The problem of 
practice is framed in reference to the conceptual framework using the human resource frame, 
political frame, structural frame, and symbolic frame. The problem of practice is analyzed using 
Judge’s (2011) eight dimensions and the change drivers are identified. An integrated team and 
instructional leadership approach is adopted to drive the change initiative towards the desired 
state of the school. Moving forward, chapter two will introduce the framework for leading the 
change. A critical organizational analysis will be conducted which explains the changes required 




Chapter 2: Planning and Development 
Chapter two outlines team and instructional leadership approaches, using Kotter’s (2014) 
model for leading organizational change. Critical organizational analysis will be conducted to 
identify the gap between the current and the desired state at PPS. The competing values 
framework developed by Robert Quinn (1983) and the associated Organizational Culture 
Assessment Instrument are employed. Four possible solutions to address the problem are 
proposed and a PDSA cycle is introduced. This chapter concludes with a discussion of the ethical 
considerations relevant to the PoP and the ethical commitments pertinent to the OIP. 
Leadership Approaches to Change 
Research studies on educational leadership have often focused on the role and behavior 
of the principal as the primary change agent in a school (Cross & Rice, 2000; Hauge et al., 2014; 
Lochmiller & Acker-Hocevar, 2016; Sebastian et al., 2019). The role of middle leaders such as 
heads of departments, teacher leaders, subject coordinators (e.g. TLC), or teams has been 
overshadowed by the prevailing perspective that the individual school leader is responsible for 
school improvement. Abandoning the “lone hero” model (Weiner, 2016, p. 334), a leadership 
oriented towards change is a joint effort that involves leaders and teachers taking part in a mutual 
endeavor to realize the desired state of the school.  
Team Leadership 
A team approach to change is necessary to address this PoP since implementing the 
school’s mission is not an issue that can be adequately addressed by an individual leader. The 
OIP will implement Kotter’s (2014) framework for change which depends on a team that can 
leverage its capabilities and creativity. The guiding coalition, the second accelerator of Kotter’s 
model, demands creating a team that serves as a network that has the capacity to implement 
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change, lead school improvement, and attend to the hierarchal structure of the school (Benoliel & 
Berkovich, 2017; Kotter, 2014). A team leadership approach and Kotter’s change model stem 
from the widespread acknowledgment that school principals are under continuous pressure as 
responsibilities significantly expand and “often extend well beyond what is reasonable to expect 
one person successfully to achieve” (Stoll & Temperley, 2009, p. 14).  
Collaborative environments “do not emerge organically” (Curry, 2014, p. 20). Leadership 
commitment is critical in creating a culture that supports teamwork and collaboration, solidifying 
the school’s mission, and guiding future decisions (Curry, 2014). Leading the team requires 
focusing on micro-level “task-focused” and “person-focused” behaviours (Burke et al., 2006, p. 
291) within the boundaries of the team such as the interactions among members, goal setting, 
decision-making, cohesion, motivation, trust, and conflict resolution if needed (Ancona et al., 
2009). However, the team is a sub-unit operating within the large organizational context of PPS. 
An internal focus might isolate the team from the broader environment. At a macro-level, the 
team should be “externally focused” (Ancona et al., 2009), allowing members to form dense 
networks with teachers from other departments as well as members from outside the school. The 
external focus expands the array of ideas and knowledge that is available to the team (Burke et 
al., 2006) and supports the implementation of a cross-curricular thematic approach to citizenship 
education. “In essence, an effective team acts as an agent for change when it distributes the 
change to other teams and the rest of school staff” (Benoliel & Berkovich, 2017, p. 925). The 
goal is for the team to become a learning community of members who share a passion for a 
particular issue and collectively deepen their understanding of that issue (Godkin, 2010).  
The individualized culture at PPS challenges the effective implementation of team 
leadership. PPS has implicitly and unintentionally, under the hegemonic influence of 
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neoliberalism, supported teacher isolation. Teachers are often individually occupied with day-to-
day tasks and are reluctant in investing time and effort in team learning (Bouwmans et al., 2017). 
Teachers may lack the confidence to abandon their isolated classrooms and share insights and 
ideas about their practice with their colleagues or even critique other teachers’ work (Weiner, 
2014). Effective team leadership must lead to “attitudinal orientation”, shifting from the personal 
“I” to the collective “we” (Day et al., 2004, p. 864).  
The TLC will work alongside the science teachers instead of an authority figure leading 
the team. The TLC will act as a leader in the team, rather than a leader of the team (Day et al., 
2004). Teachers are then more likely to emerge as leaders themselves.  If the TLC had to leave 
(e.g., on vacation, moved to another job, etc.), other team members can skillfully perform 
leadership functions and the team’s progress smoothly continues as tasks are driven to 
completion, with little or no stalling (Ancona et al., 2009; Day et al., 2004). Teachers would 
monitor their own performance as well as that of their colleagues and provide assistance when 
needed. “Mutual performance monitoring” (Day et al., 2004, p. 863) will be fostered, a behavior 
that depends on interpersonal trust (Dirks, 2002) to reduce the likelihood that the team would 
experience a diffusion of responsibility (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Effective team leadership must promote “transactive memory” (Ancona et al., 2009, p. 
221) to ensure that authentic collaboration underscores the team’s work. Transactive memory 
means that the knowledge critical to the task possessed by a team member is willingly shared 
with others in an environment that safeguards the psychological safety of its members (Day et 
al., 2004). When teachers map their knowledge together, the team’s collective knowledge base is 
broadened, “islands of expertise” (Ancona et al., 2009, p. 221) are created, shared mental models 
are developed, and untapped resources will be utilized as teachers challenge their assumptions 
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and co-construct their knowledge and interpretation of citizenship in science education and the 
contentious STSE issues (Benoliel & Schechter, 2018; Day et al., 2004). 
Instructional Leadership 
Much of the literature on instructional leadership (IL) has been conducted in elementary 
school settings where content areas are integrated (Lochmiller & Acker-Hocevar, 2016). 
Hallinger (2005) maintains that IL is imperative and more challenging in the context of 
secondary schools due to the complexity and depth of the content matter and the specialization of 
teachers within departments at the high school level. The role of the science TLC as the 
instructional leader is ideal in the context of the PoP because the TLC has the expertise in the 
subject area, curriculum, and pedagogy.  
IL focuses on pedagogy and goal setting, and targets teachers’ professional learning to 
improve student learning (Leaf & Odhiambo, 2016). IL, frequently referred to as learning-
centered leadership (Hallinger, 2005), is not about improving instruction; instead, it is about 
creating the conditions where teachers can experience professional growth in a safe environment 
that favors collaboration (Steele & Whitaker, 2019). The instructional leader cannot improve the 
instructional practice of teachers. Teachers can improve their practice and widen their PCK when 
the leader provides opportunities and resources for learning, in a safe and supportive 
environment (Rigby, 2014). An effective instructional leader develops a “positive, pedagogical-
learning environment” (Dimmock & Yong Tan, 2016, p. 7) in which teachers are valued, 
motivated, involved, and have access to support. 
As an instructional leader in a team setting, the TLC must reconcile the traditional, 
managerial, non-instructional tasks with empowering teachers to improve their instructional 
designs to align with the school’s mission (DeWitt, 2020; Urick, 2015). Successful IL must 
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guide the leading and the learning environments (Halverson & Clifford, 2013).  The TLC must 
remove barriers that might cause teachers to adopt a self-protective stance (Tschannen-Moran & 
Garies, 2014) and disengage from the change process. The TLC acknowledges teachers’ 
professionalism and capitalizes on their knowledge and skills as team members (Marks & Printy, 
2003). Instructional leadership means moving forward with a collective mindset to improve the 
school. This approach is compatible with empowered teachers who “assume responsibility for 
their professional growth and instructional improvement” (Marks & Printy, 2003, p. 374).  
 The instructional leader must identify what teachers already know about citizenship 
education, where the learning gaps are with respect to citizenship in science education, how they 
learn as adults to expand their PCK, and provide learning opportunities congruent with their 
needs (Backor, 2015; Brazer & Bauer, 2013). Teachers are encouraged to “constructively 
challenge and critically reflect” (Ham & Kim, 2015, p. 64) on their practice and consider 
alternative pedagogies for integrating citizenship in science education. The teachers are the 
experts in content knowledge and can shape their instructional goals to meet the desired state of 
the school while adhering to the Ontario Secondary Science Curriculum (2008) and preserving 
their ties to their classroom. Instead of inspecting teachers’ competence, the TLC acts as a 
facilitator of teachers’ growth as they inquire together in a team setting to align teaching and 
learning goals to the school’s mission (Marks & Printy, 2003). Instructional leadership is thus 
imperative for developing and sustaining a learning community (Marks & Printy, 2003). 
Framework for Leading the Change Process 
Organizational change is a complex process that necessitates careful planning and 
implementation and deliberate effort to improve the current state of the organization (Cawsey et 
al., 2016). While the literature proposes numerous models of organizational change with no 
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agreement on one best approach, Lewin’s (1947) three-stage model is one of the prominent 
approaches that is widely used in educational literature (Burnes, 2009; Hughes, 2016; Lewin, 
2016). The framework posits three phases of change: unfreezing, changing, and refreezing 
(Cawsey et al., 2016). Despite its popularity, Lewin’s framework has been criticized for its 
ambiguous reference to specific actions needed to enact change (Oreg et al., 2011). Kotter’s 
model addresses this gap by incorporating procedural steps and clearly identifies the desired 
outcomes of each stage (Calegari et al., 2015). Lewin’s and Kotter’s models have a similar 
foundation. For instance, the first step of Kotter’s (1996; 2014) model, creating a sense of 
urgency, aligns with Lewin’s (1947) unfreezing process. The sense of urgency is essential in 
articulating a compelling rationale for change and the unfreezing phase focuses on creating a 
strong need for change (Calegari et al., 2015; Cawsey et al., 2016). 
However, Kotter’s model, despite its simplicity compared to Lewin’s framework, provides a 
clear structure for change at PPS while allowing for flexible interpretation. The model depends 
on collaboration which aligns well with the goals of this OIP. However, the framework has also 
been criticized for its prescriptive, linear sequence of steps (Wentworth et al., 2020). It also does 
not provide explicit attention to implementation (Appelbaum et al., 2012). Therefore, Kotter’s 
model for change will be applied within a cyclical PDSA model that attends to the dynamic 
nature of change and encourages revisiting of stages throughout the implementation stage of the 
OIP.  
Kotter’s Model for Organizational Change  
Kotter’s framework, originally intended for the business domain, has been applied in various 
fields since the book, Leading Change, was published in 1996. The model offers a shift from the 
conventional, neoliberal, bureaucratic approach of school leadership towards team effort which 
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allows for more constructive, long-term changes to become embedded in the school culture. It 
consists of eight sequential stages. Each stage will be driven by team and instructional leadership 
approaches and the model will also be used to guide communication and to evaluate and monitor 
the change process. 
Kotter’s model has changed since its inception in 1996. An updated version was published in 
Kotter’s 2014 book, Accelerate, that matches the change process in today’s work environment. 
Instead of using sequential steps, the accelerators of the new model “provide the energy, 
volunteers, coordination, the integration of hierarchy and network, and the needed cooperation” to 
institutionalize change (Kotter, 2014, p. 34). The 1996 original version provides a step-by-step 
method to drive organizational change. The model’s new approach (2014) changed slightly but the 
core focus and steps remain unchanged. The accelerators in the updated model (Figure 3) are 
conceptually similar to the steps in the 1996 model but are applied in a continuous manner instead 
of a sequential manner and change is driven by an army of volunteers recruited from across the 
organization (Kotter, 2014). Instead of leading change, the new model accelerates change.  
IL is a flexible framework that aligns with the people-centered approach of Kotter’s 
framework for change that requires creating a guiding coalition and enlisting a volunteer army. 
IL is essential for building a learning-based community at PPS to direct professional learning 
(Alsaleh, 2020). Coupled with TL, IL recognizes the value of empowering stakeholders and 
providing autonomy and opportunities for social learning in formal and informal roles 
(Zuckerman & O’Shea, 2021). IL allows the TLC to meet the challenges and demands that may 
arise as teachers improve curriculum delivery at the school (Chabalala & Naidoo, 2021). 
Embedded in Kotter’s framework for change, the team approach to IL “creates a collective 
reflection loop” (Alsaleh, 2020, p. 6) that addresses the academic and the social goals of 
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education, such as nurturing students’ active citizenship. The TLC, as an instructional leader, 
will act as the catalyst in the science department, to develop the curricular approach needed to 
attain Kotter’s last stage of sustaining long-term change at the school. 
Establish a Sense of Urgency 
The first accelerator is concerned with establishing that there is a need for change by 
identifying the gap between the current state and the desired state. Critical organizational analysis 
might be conducted at this stage to discuss the factors that have created the need for change, specify 
the importance of addressing the problem, and the future state to be achieved by the change plan. 
Yet, establishing a sense of urgency will not occur naturally at PPS because science teachers are 
comfortable with the status quo. It is also clear that this PoP is not an emergency; rather, it is a 
systemic limitation, generated by neoliberal forces, a focus on credentialism and assessments, and 
a weak understanding of citizenship in science education as represented in the OSSC (2008). 
Therefore, the need for change must be established but it does not necessitate an ongoing sense of 
urgency or a crisis that prompts immediate change. 
Create a Guiding Coalition 
The guiding coalition demands creating a real team (Hackman, 2002). Members of a real team 
share a commitment to change, work together to realize it, and their work depends upon one 
another to achieve common tasks for which they are all collectively responsible for (Benoliel & 
Berkovich, 2017). At PPS, it is expected that the team will be cohesive since strong communication 
structures are in place, as explained in chapter one. Furthermore, the team consists of diverse 
individuals with various levels of expertise. This diversity will contribute towards the success of 
teamwork where members are not reinforcing each others’ biases. Instead, they constructively 
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challenge their views and contribute with respect and willingness to learn to collectively develop 
solutions. 
The guiding coalition will create the vision to drive change towards the desired state of PPS 
and ensure that the vision is clearly communicated to teachers throughout all departments 
(Appelbaum et al., 2012). The science teachers may act as change ambassadors so the change can 
reach other departments at the school. At PPS, creating a guiding coalition is fairly straightforward 
since the number of teachers is small and, because the unit of change is the science department, 
science teachers already form a subculture within the school. Horizontal accountability will be 
established to develop a focused attention on the vision. 
Develop a Strategic Change Vision 
Developing a vision means beginning with the end in mind. Knowing the intended 
consequences of the change will help the members bring it to fruition successfully (Kotter, 2014). 
The change vision “involves a compelling message” (King, 2016, p. 280) and reflects the future 
state that the change plan will achieve. It also includes short-term and long-term targets that are 
clearly communicated and can be celebrated on the way to the broader implementation of the plan. 
The vision, which stems from the school’s mission, will serve as the compelling direction that 
ensures that the goals are clear, significant, consistent, and challenging. Teachers are then more 
likely to find the change desirable which reduces resistance and increases organizational 
commitment. A vague vision, on the other hand, results in a list of confusing and incompatible 
goals that will halt the success of the change plan or take it in the wrong direction (Appelbaum et 
al., 2012).  
The existing science teaching and learning at PPS does not adequately address the 
relationship between science and society. Therefore, the compelling direction of the change 
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vision centers on the critical engagement that the cross-curricular thematic approach offers. The 
goal of science education for citizenship is to enable students to critically engage with STSE 
issues as they arise in their lives at school and beyond (Ryder, 2002). Questioning and 
challenging local and global STSE issues prepares students to claim their role as world citizens 
as they take responsibility for their actions (Lim, 2008). Implementing the school’s mission 
entails a “critical-democratic” (Veugelers & de Groot, 2019, p. 18) approach to science 
education that prepares students for social involvement and transcends the boundaries of the 
school classroom (Hadzigeorgiou, 2015). 
Enlist a Volunteer Army 
Communicating the change vision with faculty and staff is a critical step. Kotter (2014) 
maintains that face-to-face communication has the greatest impact because it is simple and 
trustworthy. Referred to as “two-way communication” (Kotter, 2012, p. 90), this communication 
strategy reduces ambiguities, rectifies deficiencies immediately, offers an opportunity to provide 
feedback, and allows the involvement of all team members (Appelbaum et al., 2012). It is 
imperative to communicate the need for change without demoralizing teachers. Teachers might 
think that all of their work was ineffective and requires radical change. On the contrary, the TLC 
will demonstrate an authentic appreciation for teachers’ work while emphasizing the need for 
change and highlighting the areas that require improvement.  
Enable Action by Removing Barriers 
Change is often accompanied by uncertainty (Cawsey et al., 2016). By creating a supportive 
organizational context, teachers are less likely to perceive the change as a burden and instead 
would sincerely embrace it and implement new ideas and approaches. The TLC, as an instructional 
and team leader, must address and remove any obstacles that teachers might face. Obstacles may 
44 
 
be tangible such as lack of resources, planning time, or professional development, or they may be 
psychological such as anxiety or the need for motivation, support, and a trusting environment 
(King, 2016).  
Generate and Celebrate Short-Term Wins 
The change process at PPS is incremental and celebrating short-term wins creates self-
confidence among team members that the success of the long-term goals and the change plan is 
possible (Appelbaum et al., 2012). Such wins validate the effectiveness of change and allow the 
guiding coalition to compare the current state of the school with the desired one and make any 
necessary adjustments (Appelbaum et al., 2012). In this step, successes are celebrated, and failures 
are analyzed to guide the need to modify future practices and tasks and avoid repeating mistakes. 
However, the TLC should ensure that team members hold back from “declaring victory after the 
first signs of performance improvement are visible” (Appelbaum et al., 2012, p. 773). Short-term 
wins might discourage further participation and can derail progress (Kang et al., 2020) Therefore, 
consolidating gains, step seven of Kotter’s model, is imperative for planning future goals based on 
the first successes of the change process.  
Sustain Acceleration 
Success celebrated in step six maintains the motivation and builds the momentum needed to 
drive long-term targets using achievements from the short-term goals (King, 2016). Sustaining 
acceleration and consolidating gains encourages teachers to persist as team members implementing 
the change plan. Commitment reduces resistance and the likelihood of teachers choosing to 
maintain the status quo of the department (Jansen, 2004). Kotter (2014) explains that this step 
heightens acceptance and implementation and encourages the likelihood that the change will 
snowball across the organization. This step allows the guiding coalition to assess the effectiveness 
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of the change and prevents complacency from setting in (Calegari et al., 2015). Consequently, the 
school develops a “virtual circle” (Kent et al., 2010, p. 20) of change where the change itself results 
in more commitment to further change.  
Institute Change 
Institutional change is the most important and most challenging accelerator in Kotter’s model 
of leading planned change. Achieving this step means that the change has become the status quo 
(Calegari et al., 2015). Anchoring new approaches and instituting change requires leadership 
commitment and a supportive organizational context. If the efforts to consolidate change fail, the 
change results and improvement practices will be held by forces of inertia (Chappell et al., 2016; 
Godkin, 2010). Integrating citizenship in science education becomes common practice for science 
teachers and part of their ongoing instructional planning, rooted in the norms and behaviors of 
science teachers in the department and the wider context of PPS.  
Discussion 
Kotter (1996) emphasizes the linearity of the change model, implying that the steps are 
sequential. However, this structured, prescriptive process does not represent the complexity of 
change and action in schools and lacks the flexibility needed to deal with unanticipated challenges 
and obstacles that might arise (Pollack & Pollack, 2014). Kotter explains that the 1996 model 
drives change through fewer appointed change agents who achieve specific goals in a relatively 
slow place where potential pushback is not ferocious and the clarity of what needs to change is 
high. Even though these characteristics describe the PoP context at PPS, the 1996 model fails to 
address the resistance that the science teachers might exhibit if the change is considered an extra 
workload. Therefore, the 2014 model will be applied in this OIP and the order of the accelerators 
will be challenged.  
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Kotter’s model for change requires a network system that complements the organization’s 
hierarchy. It builds even more powerful urgency for change and allows more members to become 
active agents of change. The dual operating system of hierarchy and networks is imperative for 
accelerating change (Kotter, 2014). The strength of the dual operating system lies in its organic, 
gradual progression without a comprehensive overhaul of how the organization operates (Kotter, 
2014). Kotter (2014) explains that the dual system may arise only in one part of an organization 
(science department). After it evolves into a powerful force, it can expand to other parts of an 
organization (other high school departments).  
Figure 3 











Adapted from Accelerate: Building Strategic Agility for a Faster-Moving World (p. 28), by J. P. 
Kotter, 2014, Harvard Business Review Press. Copyright 2014 by John P. Kotter.  
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Rather than applying the model in a deterministic manner, some accelerators might be 
revisited or revised. For instance, after celebrating short wins and consolidating the change, 
teachers might revert to their prior teaching strategies and fall back into familiar routines (Kang, 
2020). Sustaining the need for change in step one might need to be revisited at different stages of 
the change model because it might be challenging to sustain the need for change throughout the 
whole process due to other competing demands that teachers must attend to (Baloh et al., 2017). 
Formal communication of the change plan will occur after establishing a sense of urgency, after 
developing a vision for change, and after celebrating short-term wins. After establishing a sense 
of urgency, communicating evidence is essential in confirming that change is necessary (King, 
2016). Informal communication with all faculty and staff at PPS will also occur after celebrating 
short-term wins. Announcing success may promote and demonstrate the effectiveness of change 
across the school and provide a model of change for other departments (Kang et al., 2020).  Since 
the process of developing a change vision necessitates “iterative refinement” (Kang et al., 2020, 
p. 12), the change vision stage might need to be revisited based on the short-term wins and the 
short-term challenges that may arise. 
The challenge lies in balancing the hierarchical system at PPS with the network system 
that favors collaboration. Teachers might find it challenging to work in a new environment 
without dramatically changing the day-to-day practices at the school. The dual operating system 
offers teachers from various departments the chance to collaborate with each other more than 
they ever could have in a strict hierarchal system where teachers work in silos. For instance, one 
main change from the 1996 to the 2014 model is step four which has changed from building a 
guiding coalition to an accelerator that requires engaging a volunteer army. The volunteer army 
necessitates a large number of employees to take action and transform the organization. At PPS, 
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the context of change is the science department which, initially, does not require leveraging the 
entire school community. However, integrating a cross-thematic approach to citizenship requires 
recruiting teachers from other departments, such as the social studies and English departments. 
Having teachers from other departments work with science teachers allows for a flow of new 
information where team members innovatively identify goals and tasks needed for implementing 
the cross-curricular thematic approach to citizenship instead of re-creating what they already 
know.  
Critical Organizational Analysis 
Critical organizational analysis allows the change leader to understand stakeholders’ 
perceptions and expectations that can aid or hinder the change process (Datuon, 2015). It also 
provides a frame of reference to base decisions, to create directional focus, and to manage the 
implementation of change (Datuon, 2015). Robert Quinn is one of the first researchers to 
recognize the paradoxical nature of effective organizational leadership. With his associates, 
Quinn developed the competing values framework (CVF) to explain and analyze complex 
organizational environments (1983; 2006; 2011).  
Competing Values Framework 
The competing values framework has been widely used in research and various 
disciplines as a framework that integrates dimensions of organizational effectiveness in terms of 
organizational culture and leadership (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). The framework can be used 
as a guide to analyzing organizational effectiveness as well as for facilitating change (Cameron 
& Quinn, 2011). It is a matrix of four competing values that reflect four types of organizational 




Competing Values Framework 
 
Adapted from Diagnosing and Changing Organizational Culture (p. 53), by K. Cameron and R. 
Quinn, 2011, Jossey- Bass. Copyright 2011 by John Wiley & Sons.  
The framework consists of two dimensions that convey the tensions or competing values 
inherent to all organizations. The first dimension on the vertical axis refers to the degree to 
which an organization is flexible and decentralized. The second dimension on the horizontal axis 
refers to the organization’s orientation towards the external or internal environment. The 
intersection of these two dimensions creates four quadrants, each representing a distinct set of 
organizational characteristics such as orientation, leadership competencies, human relationships, 
performance, and core values. Each quadrant has a label and an action verb that describes its 
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notable characteristics and dominant activities. The quadrants represent competing or 
contradictory assumptions on the diagonal (Figure 4). 
An organization might reflect all four cultures at different stages during its growth 
(Morais & Graca, 2013). Analyzing the culture profile of an organization often shows a 
dominant culture type that manifests itself at all levels of an organization. The dominant culture 
continually operates under the influence of several forces that maintain the given culture 
(Datuon, 2015). Yet, “all four cultures can operate in a given organization and with relative 
stability over time” (Morais & Garca, 2013, p. 131). Furthermore, CVF is not a rigid model. On 
the contrary, Quinn intended to present contradictory behaviors, as competing quadrants, to 
imply that organizations are characterized by a dynamic tension that requires leaders to actively 
move from one quadrant to another in response to changing circumstances (Lavine, 2014; 
Vilkinas & Cartan, 2005).  
Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument  
The Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI), developed by Cameron and 
Quinn (2011), is an instrument based on the CVF with the purpose of supporting leaders in 
successfully introducing change (Andrianu, 2020). OCAI offers a holistic notion of the needs of 
stakeholders, the aspects they think should change moving forward with the change plan 
(Lincoln, 2010), and the potential changes that the leader must implement for the organization to 
successfully enact change (Andrianu, 2020).  The instrument (Appendix A) consists of six key 
dimensions used to rate the type of an organization. Each dimension includes four items, labeled 
A, B, C, and D, and each item refers to a quadrant (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). The instrument 
can be completed by the leader, or change agent, using an ipsative rating scale (Lincoln, 2010). 
The respondent must divide 100 points among each item in each dimension in two columns. The 
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highest number of points will be awarded to the item that mostly defines the state. One column 
refers to the current state and one refers to the preferred state of the organization. Compared to a 
Likert scale, OCAI offers greater differentiation because the leader must trade off between the 
alternatives instead of highly rating each item (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Lincoln, 2010). 
For this OIP, the TLC has completed the OCAI with a focus on the science department as 
the target unit for change. The average score of each item is calculated, resulting in four average 
scores that produce a description of the dominant and the preferred state of PPS. The scores from 
the current and desired states are plotted on the same axes to compare the extent to which the 
states match and whether a change might be in order (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). Both plots result 
in an organizational culture profile for PPS (Figure 5).  
Analysis  
As shown in Figure 5, PPS reflects all four cultures because “competing values, 
competing preferences, and competing priorities exist in any organization (Cameron et al., 2006, 
p. 44). The cultural profile of PPS will be analyzed using the CVF which serves as a framework 

























Note. This figure demonstrates the cultural profile of PPS based on the results of the 
Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (Appendix A).  
Current State (Now)—Hierarchy 
The dominant current state of PPS is oriented towards the hierarchy quadrant (Figure 5). 
This quadrant exhibits an internal orientation, as shown in Figure 4, with a predominant focus on 
vertical hierarchal structures, clear work processes, and a stable organizational structure 
(Andrianu, 2020). The leader monitors performance, communicates information, maintains 
structure, supervises consistency of outcomes, and ensures that standards are met (Cameron et 
al., 2006; Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Vilkinas & Cartan, 2004). This is reflected in the compliance 
culture of PPS that ensures that inspection guidelines are systemically followed. As explained in 
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the organizational context of chapter one, PPS fits the efficient, formal, and smoothly controlled 
system model of the hierarchy quadrant, with procedures and policies holding teachers together. 
Within the science department, teachers meet expectations because their roles are clearly defined 
by the school principal and the science TLC (Hartnell et al., 2011). As a result, communication, 
routinization, and consistency characterize the way the department operates (Hartnell et al., 
2011). Instead of pursuing innovative practices, science teachers are task-focused and prefer 
conformity, efficiency, and uniformity of practice. There is too much focus on assessment and 
evaluation and an emphasis on teaching and learning about science content at the expense of 
STSE issues as vehicles for citizenship in science education. Accountability mechanisms that 
favor success and student achievement are favored with a major challenge to generate efficient, 
predictable outcomes (Cameron et al., 2006). Thus, the current hierarchal state reduces autonomy 
and is a threat to teachers’ professionalism (Oolbekkink-Marchand et al., 2017). 
Desired State (Preferred)—Clan 
As shown in Figure 5, the desired state of PPS is dominantly oriented towards the clan 
culture type. The clan culture as assessed by the OCAI is typified by a people-focused 
orientation and reinforced by a flexible organizational structure (Cameron et al., 2006; Hartnell 
et al., 2011). It has an internal focus on interpersonal relations, empowerment of others, mutual 
trust, and organizational commitment (Andrianu, 2020; Datuon, 2015). The approach to change 
in this quadrant is a methodical and cooperative process that is congruent with Kotter’s model 
for change in this OIP, guided by the integrated team and instructional leadership approaches. 
The desired state at PPS is consistent with the clan culture that favors participation, teachers’ 
involvement, open communication (Hartnell et al., 2011), as well as cohesion, shared vision, 
values and goals, and a sense of “we-ness” (Cameron & Quinn, 2011, p. 46). The science TLC 
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must have the skills to manage teams (Datuon, 2015), adopting the role of a team builder, 
facilitator, and supporter of teachers’ growth (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). The clan culture 
requires a leader that can attend to teachers’ needs, encourage participative decision-making, 
develop collective team efficacy, and build unity (DeWitt, 2020; Morais & Graca, 2013). 
Furthermore, the clan culture fosters an environment where science teachers learn from each 
other, strive to grow and improve, and attempt to form long-lasting partnerships with teachers 
from other departments, reflecting the loose-boundary nature of teamwork emphasized in 
Kotter’s change model (Vilkinas & Cartan, 2004).  
Attaining the desired state requires IL that supports teachers in bringing forward their 
own ideas, talents, and voice to implement PPS’ mission and improve the school. IL 
complements the clan state as a goal-oriented leadership approach that facilitates professional 
collaboration within teams (Peacock, 2014). IL fosters effective content-specific teaching 
practices as the TLC guides teachers in teams while considering accountability and assessment-
driven decision making. The integrated framework of instructional and team leadership is thus an 
effective approach for collaborative learning and the successful implementation of the change 
plan.  
Using CVF to Plan Change 
OCAI is an instrument that aids a change leader in formulating an action plan of change 
to attain the preferred state of an organization (Quinn et al., 2006). Based on the mismatch 
between the two states of PPS, specific tasks could be identified that emphasize the clan culture 
and deemphasize the hierarchy culture. The desired result is a self-managing team approach to 
change that can be initiated to generate momentum towards the implementation of the 
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improvement plan (Figure 6). Cameron and Quinn (2011) refer to this process as “Means - Does 
Not Mean” analysis (p. 100).  
Figure 6 
Means - Does Not Mean Analysis  
Clan Culture 
✓ Increase 




• Teamwork and Innovation 
• Collaboration and Participation 
• Collective Decision-making 
• Support and Trust 
• Shared Vision and Common Goals  
• Learning Community 
• Professional Growth 
• Cross-thematic Approach 
• Interdepartmental Coordination 
 
Does Not Mean: 
• Diffusion of Responsibility 
• Loss of Stable Structure 
• Elimination of Accountability 
• Neglecting Content or Assessments 








• Managing Accountability Demands 
• Stable Organizational Culture 
• Internal Focus  
• Responsibility  
• Established Work Processes 
• Standards are met  
• Uniformity of Practice 
 
Does Not Mean: 
• Rigidity 
• Lack of Innovation 
• Absence of Collaboration 
• Bureaucracy  
• Individualistic Behavior 
• Lack of Autonomy 
• Status Quo should be maintained  
 
Adapted from Diagnosing And Changing Organizational Culture (p. 107), by K. Cameron and 
R. Quinn, 2011, Jossey-Bass. Copyright 2011 by the John Wiley & Sons. 
However, a persistent and significant challenge remains. At PPS, there is a need to 
balance the change initiative (e.g., clan culture) with the accountability culture (e.g., hierarchy 
culture).  Control and stability associated with the hierarchy quadrant should not be abandoned in 
favor of an exclusive focus on the team approach of the clan quadrant. When a quadrant is 
overemphasized, its strengths may become weaknesses (Gulosino et al., 2016). At PPS, too much 
flexibility may impact student achievement and teachers might shift focus away from the OSSC 
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objectives. Too much stability (e.g., hierarchy) may lead to stagnation and lack of innovation as 
teachers become isolated in their classrooms. 
Furthermore, PPS operates in a competitive market. The school must have at least some 
compatibility with its environment (Tong & Arvey, 2014).  Displaying contradictory behaviors 
while maintaining integrity and credibility is a challenge to the change leader as they attempt to 
optimize the school’s effectiveness (Belasen & Frank, 2007). A focused pursuit, referred to as 
“the negative zone” (Cameron et al., 2006, p. 114), of the characteristics from the quadrant that 
represents the desired state might lead to organizational failure (Belasen & Frank, 2007). An 
effective approach is balancing the competing demands of the clan and the hierarchy cultures by 
emphasizing the strengths of each to respond to the environmental conditions and obstacles that 
may arise at any stage of the change plan.  
Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice 
To address the recommended changes discussed in the previous section, four solutions to 
approach the problem are introduced and evaluated. All potential solutions are driven by the 
instructional and team leadership approaches that guide the change vision of the OIP. 
Solution 1 – Instructional Coaching for Team Teaching 
Instructional coaching for team teaching is a content-based, collaborative, and evidence-
based approach that supports a team of teachers, usually two teachers, in implementing research-
based instructional practices relevant to the change vision of the school (Devine et al., 2013; 
Gallucci et al., 2010). It requires minimal resources, mainly a common meeting space and 
available time for teachers to meet and plan with the coach. This approach is based on respect, 
trust, commitment, shared responsibility, and partnership between professional peers, with the 
teachers leading this collaboration based on their needs (Devine et al., 2013; Kirkpatrick et al., 
57 
 
2019; Kurz et al., 2017). The “collaborative dualism” (Lofthouse, 2019, p. 34) of coaching will 
likely reduce resistance to change as teachers engage in constructive dialogue with the coach, 
sharing their experiences and expertise (Lofthouse, 2019). Team teaching de-privatizes practice 
(Fletcher et al., 2019), and teachers become reflective practitioners as they translate their 
learning into practice (Devine et al., 2013). Additionally, students experience increased support, 
observe teachers modeling collaboration skills, and benefit from the different approaches to 
instruction and alternative perspectives to the content (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019). 
At PPS, the TLC will be the instructional coach working with several teams, reducing the 
need for an external expert. Each team consists of a science teacher and a social studies teacher. 
The goal is to implement an interdepartmental, cross-thematic approach to citizenship education 
in science education by improving existing practices. Driven by the change vision, the TLC will 
assist each team in content planning by examining STSE issues as a vehicle to integrate 
citizenship in science. This approach encourages teachers to express their views and perspectives 
as they authentically engage in a co-generative dialogue to explore and develop their PCK to 
integrate citizenship in science (Anwar, 2018; Bilican et al., 2020; Devine et al., 2013). 
Instructional coaching for team teaching will likely develop over time and the partnership may 
change as teachers’ capacity, confidence, and competence increases (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019).  
Evaluation 
 Instructional coaching for team teaching is an effective model of professional learning 
for teachers (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019); however, several factors may challenge the 
implementation of this approach at PPS. The instructional coach will likely grapple with the 
tension between coaching, accountability, and the pervasive performative culture at PPS. It is 
difficult to lead several teacher teams simultaneously while balancing this partnership with other 
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responsibilities. Moreover, maintaining regular time to co-plan, evaluate, and reflect on the co-
teaching process is problematic for teachers from different departments (Kirkpatrick et al., 
2019). Finally, this solution may reinforce the professional isolation of teacher teams and may 
hinder the development of a collaborative culture at PPS where all stakeholders are collectively 
responsible for enacting the school’s mission. Though it may create meaningful change within 
the science department, this solution has limited potential to enact change across the school. 
Solution 2 - Professional Learning Community (PLC) 
PLCs share common outcomes with instructional coaching for team teaching. Both are 
built on trust, encourage teachers’ professional growth, foster interdependence instead of 
independence, advocate for departmental and interdepartmental collaboration, and nurture 
authentic collaborative relationships (Devine et al., 2013; Dooner et al., 2008). However, unlike 
coaching and team teaching, teachers in a PLC collectively compile shared knowledge that acts 
as a foundation for setting the goals towards the change process (Shaked & Schechter, 2016). 
PLCs encourage systems thinking where educators work together to achieve the common vision 
as members of one organization (Shaked & Schechter, 2016). PLCs emphasize the organization 
as the center of change and improvement and teachers view their work within the PLC in the 
context of the whole school (Bezzina, 2006). The learning community becomes the supporting 
structure for the school to continuously improve using its own internal collective efficacy 
(Bezzina, 2006; Donohoo & Katz, 2020).  
Evaluation 
At PPS, PLCs enable teachers to participate in a reflective dialogue as they discuss 
common learning goals and effective teaching practices relevant to the cross-thematic approach 
to citizenship education. Teachers would engage in long-term reflection and exploration of their 
59 
 
practice that goes beyond the focus on covering objectives and administering assessments and 
evaluations. Introducing PLCs at PPS needs basic resources such as scheduling common meeting 
times, providing access to various resources, trusting relationships, and leadership commitment 
to minimize isolation and empower teachers in developing and communicating the common 
vision. PPS may experience several difficulties as it attempts to establish a PLC and transition 
from the individualized teaching norms and relationships that favor maintaining the status quo. 
The performance of the science department as a “subculture” (Lochmiller & Acker-Hocevar, 
2016, p. 80) reduces interpersonal tensions or conflicts, can provide stability with the PLC, and 
is essential for meaningful collaborative work to occur (Dooner et al., 2008). However, it also 
acts as a major impediment as teachers accumulate knowledge by maintaining tight boundaries 
that prevent collaboration with other departments at the school (Blankenship & Ruona, 2007). 
The TLC can empower collaboration within the departmental PLC but does not have the 
authority to break down the walls of interdepartmental isolation which may limit the intellectual 
capital of the PLC unless all teachers are willing to engage in critical conversations with teachers 
from other departments (Lewis et al., 2014).  
Furthermore, teachers have varying levels of experience and may need individual support 
that a PLC might not be able to provide (Zangori et al., 2018). This solution promises 
meaningful change; yet, without sustained professional development events, PLCs might be 
reduced to a “show and tell” (Kloser et al., 2020, p. 1) gathering as teachers recycle and 




Solution 3 - Professional Development (PD) 
At PPS, science teachers are competent in the curricular subject matter. However, STSE 
issues and integrating citizenship education in science is a new area of content. Many teachers 
often encounter certain material that relates to themes of citizenship, but they choose not to take 
advantage of these moments for citizenship education because of the constraints of curricular 
expectations, lack of time, or fear that they are incompetent. Job-embedded, school-focused, and 
sustainable PD initiatives (Butler & Schnellert, 2012; Girvan et al., 2016) can support teachers in 
integrating citizenship in science as an area of knowledge that goes beyond what is included in 
the OSSC (2008). Teachers capitalize on their experiences as a foundation to engage with new 
ones and make the desired changes to the way they implement the curriculum (Butler & 
Schnellert, 2012). 
One major advantage of job-embedded PD activities is that teachers from the same 
department learn from and with each other and address any contextual factors that may limit the 
implementation of the change vision (Butler & Schnellert, 2012). While team-teaching may lead 
to effective changes in professional practice, it is specifically concerned with changes in the 
classroom overlooking contextual factors. Team teaching encourages collaboration, yet teachers 
might still be inclined to hold on to their ‘tried and true’ methods as new strategies involve 
taking risks. Additionally, team teaching, on its own, does not enhance departmental 
collaboration (Kurz et al., 2017). Likewise, teachers in a PLC draw on each other’s strengths and 
develop shared practices to achieve common goals. In the process, few assumptions are left 
unchallenged, and teachers may retain their misconceptions (Dooner et al., 2008; Gunning et al., 





With the TLC acting as an instructional and team leader, teachers will determine the 
content and course of action of the PD activities instead of following a rigid model dictated by an 
external expert (Vangrieken et al., 2017). Science teachers are encouraged to move beyond their 
comfort zones, embrace interdisciplinary pedagogies relevant to the cross-thematic approach, 
and discover the synergies between science and various disciplines (Sharma & Pandher, 2018). 
Implementing this solution at PPS means that the PD will be content-focused, connected to the 
vision, related to student performance, and embedded in the systemic context of the school. This 
approach demands a considerable departure from teaching the canonical science content to 
authentic opportunities for students to analyze STSE issues. The school’s leadership must plan 
and organize the timetables to ensure that regular and fixed time is allocated for the PD 
activities. 
However, it may be challenging for the TLC to tailor PD activities based on the various 
teacher career stages who might exhibit different learning needs (Louws et al., 2017). Aligning 
the PD with the broader goals of the school while identifying and attending to the individual 
needs of teachers might be problematic. While some teachers may readily be able to transfer the 
knowledge and skills gained in the PD to their classrooms, others might find it difficult due to 
several barriers such as curriculum pacing or classroom management issues. Furthermore, a PD 
model on its own is not sufficient in confronting the prevailing individualism at PPS which limits 
dialogue and collaboration. Participating in any PD model does not guarantee that teachers will 
automatically be able to replicate the new pedagogic practices that they have been exposed to 
(Butler & Schnellert, 2012). Hence, this solution alone might not lead to a change in teacher’s 
practice, unless it was accompanied by a learning community where teachers implement, 
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evaluate, and reflect on what has been learned in the PD. PD activities embedded within a PLC 
empowers teachers and provides them with the support they need as they experiment with the 
content, delivery, and assessments in the contested area of STSE issues as vehicles for 
integrating citizenship in science education (Durksen et al., 2017). 
Professional Development Community (PDC) 
The preferred solution is an integration of solutions two and three. Integrating PD into the 
ongoing work of PLC members, referred to as a professional development community, is the 
fourth and preferred solution to address this PoP. A PDC allows members to combine their 
cognitive resources as they continuously apply and evaluate new knowledge (Avidov-Ungar & 
Ben Zion, 2019; Vangrieken et al., 2017). PLCs help bring the learning from the formal PD 
activities to the classroom (Jones & Dexter, 2014). Therefore, the broad goal of a PDC is to 
support teachers in translating new ideas into practice (Jacobson, 2010).  
During sustained PD activities, teachers will be able to identify curricular objectives, 
relevant content from the OSSC (2008), and appropriate pedagogical approaches to integrate 
citizenship in science. PD provides teachers with opportunities to understand citizenship in 
science education in the areas of curriculum, instruction, school development, and student 
achievement. Teachers co-construct new cross-curricular knowledge using different sources such 
as their practical knowledge, evidence-based literature, and/or external resources from other 
experts (van Schaik et al., 2019). PLCs provide teachers with the motivation and support they 
may need to change their practices as a result of engaging in PDs (King & Stevenson, 2017). In a 
PLC, teachers investigate their own teaching, address the challenges associated with changing 
practice, seek clarification, ask questions, provide explanations, raise strategic issues, disagree, 
and/or offer alternatives related to the new content (Avidov-Ungar & Ben Zion, 2019; Chang, 
63 
 
2017; Tan et al., 2017). Teachers engage in reflective professional inquiry in non-evaluative 
ways, share their weaknesses without fear of being judged, and accept alternative opinions 
(Vangrieken et al., 2017). 
The hybridization of this model with the teaching space, along with the non-hierarchical 
role of the TLC, has the potential to effectively enact change at PPS. This model places the 
responsibility for learning on the teachers as autonomous learners with evolving needs (Durksen 
et al., 2017). Science teachers will determine the content and process of the PD and reflect on it 
in a PLC. A PDC allows teachers to own the results of these experiences and the decisions they 
attain (Vangrieken et al., 2017), holds them accountable for what they have learned (Dobbs et al., 
2017), and for implementing agreed-upon changes to instruction (Griffiths et al., 2020). During a 
PDC, teachers can broaden their horizons and challenge their previously held assumptions 
(Sprott, 2019). For instance, citizenship in science through the controversial STSE issues 
requires teachers and students to critically analyze political, environmental, cultural, ethical, and 
global perspectives. However, this process might create a sense of ambivalence (Guo, 2014). A 
PDC can provide teachers with adequate training to handle such contentious issues given the 
dearth of clear frameworks to discuss citizenship in science and the absence of explicit reference 
to citizenship in the OSSC (2008) while ensuring that diverse perspectives are adequately 
represented (Guo, 2014).  
Implementing a PDC model at PPS is associated with several challenges. Opportunities 
to meet formally within the school’s timetable are a major obstacle. Lack of time may act as an 
inhibiting condition unless classes are scheduled in ways that allow teachers to meet. Thus, the 
school leadership is responsible for unfreezing the current structures and processes at PPS. The 
school leadership team must arrange for in-service days or early releases and must prioritize 
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PDC meetings over other school meetings that are prevalent so the PDC can become more 
visible in the school community. Other than the need to schedule common time, this solution 
depends on leadership commitment as one main resource that ensures the successful 
implementation of this model. Leadership commitment is essential to institutionalize a system 
that allows teachers to engage with this model without having to deal with emotional or work 
pressures (Cheng, 2016). Finally, given the complexity of adult learning, the TLC might find it 
challenging to maintain effective collaboration where teachers may experience engagement on 
different trajectories (Dobbs et al., 2017; Hadar & Brody, 2012). 
At PPS, the PDC will start with the science department with the expectation that this 
initiative will flow to other departments at the school. An important goal that this solution hopes 
to achieve is a “collegial organization” (Evers et al., 2015) where all teachers are accountable for 
the school’s performance. Hargreaves and Fullan (2013) refer to this as using “the group to 
change the group” (p. 37). It is anticipated that this solution will enhance teachers’ collective 
efficacy (DeWitt, 2020; Donohoo & Katz, 2020) and prevent the performative culture from 
dictating teachers’ practices as they collectively work towards integrating citizenship in the 
teaching and learning practices at the school (Lloyd & Davis, 2018). The hope is to assimilate 
this model into the fabric of the school to support the continuous improvement of the individual, 
collegial, and organizational levels while balancing individual and organizational needs (Brody 
& Hadar, 2015).   
Plan, Do, Study, Act 
The overarching solution of implementing a PDC will be framed, monitored, and 
evaluated using a plan, do, study, act (PDSA) cycle, as well as Kotter’s (2014) model for leading 
change. PDSA is an iterative process that focuses on continual improvement (Crowfoot & 
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Prasad, 2017). The cycle starts with the Plan phase to identify the reasons for creating the 
change. The first four accelerators of Kotter’s change model will take place in the Plan phase of 
the PDSA cycle (Figure 7) while considering the organizational change readiness and the critical 
organizational analysis.  
In the Do phase, the vision and changes identified in the Plan phase will be implemented 
(Crowfoot & Prasad, 2017). The fifth accelerator of Kotter’s model, enabling action, will take 
place in the Do phase. PD activities from the PDC model allow teachers to gain knowledge and 
understanding of citizenship, integrate it in their instructional designs, and apply it in their 
classrooms. Generating short-term wins, Kotter’s sixth accelerator, will take place in the Study 
phase of the cycle. During this phase, change is evaluated as teachers reflect on the new practices 
and the knowledge they have acquired in the PD activities. Assessing change and processing 
challenges will occur during the PLC component of the PDC. Weaknesses will be addressed, and 
successes will be celebrated as short-term wins are generated. The Study phase is essential if 
connections between the PD experience and teachers’ practice are to be achieved (Saderholm et 
al., 2017). The Do and Study phases of the PDSA cycle might be the longest as teachers move 
towards greater levels of interdependence and professional autonomy (Bredeson & Johansson, 
2000). The Act phase is the last phase of the PDSA cycle during which Kotter’s last two 
accelerators are enacted. Intermittent successes are celebrated, new, successful approaches will 
be anchored within the department, and future tasks towards the desired state of the school are 
identified. The cycle will be repeated across multiple iterations, developing a continuous 






PDSA Cycle  
 
PDSA Cycle. Adapted from “Using the plan–do–study–act (PDSA) cycle to make change in 
general practice,” by D. Crawfoot and V. Prasad, 2017, InnovAiT, 10(7), p. 426.   
Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change  
In this section, ethical considerations are discussed in terms of team and instructional 
leadership approaches and Kotter’s framework for change that guides this OIP, with particular 
attention to my role as the science teaching and learning coordinator. Even though my position is 
not strictly hierarchal, it does create a power imbalance with teachers who are the primary 
change implementors.  
Mission statements emphasize organizational purpose with an expectation that the 
mission will direct the practice of stakeholders at the organization (Toh & Koon, 2017). In the 
context of PPS, the intense performance-driven accountability creates a dissonance between the 
school’s mission statement and its focus on civic values. Ethical leadership is imperative for 
creating a balance between these two forces (Branson, 2014). Understanding oneself and 
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reflecting on personal values are critical to the work of the team who is ethically and morally 
obligated to assist students in becoming active citizens, accountable for social justice and ethical 
decision making (Ministry of Education, 2008). Ethical leadership in the context of the PoP 
requires questioning assumptions that guide macro and micro-school practices and transforming 
those practices into richer procedures and habits.  
The guiding coalition needed to develop a vision and initiate the change process 
following Kotter’s model must act collaboratively with a common moral purpose.  Although 
high school teachers are often seen as a collective group within their department, each teacher’s 
classroom is a unique context (O’ Dwyer, 2018). Every teacher holds certain beliefs that impact 
their decisions, attitudes, and behavior towards the change initiative, the way they approach the 
curriculum, and the way they design their instructional practices. It is imperative for the TLC to 
attend to teachers’ beliefs and how they influence classroom practices to ensure that all team 
members are working towards the common moral purpose of preparing students to become 
informed citizens.   
Implementing instructional and team leadership approaches through the change process 
requires an ethic of care (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2016; Starratt, 2017) through a sense of 
collegiality, encouragement, support, and motivation (Thessin, 2019). Respect, truthfulness, 
empathy, and compassion are imperative for teamwork and must be modeled and reinforced by 
the TLC (Lewis et al., 2016; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2016). “All curriculum decisions have moral 
dimensions” (Brooks et al., 2007, p. 13); yet, for teachers to earn the trust of the TLC as an 
instructional and team leader, it takes more than knowledge of curriculum and pedagogy. It 
requires a strong set of ethical principles such as conflict resolution skills, shared decision 
making as well as emotional intelligence (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015). An ethic of care 
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prioritizes and values relationships and open, professional communication (Starratt, 2017). Given 
that one area of focus of this OIP is teachers’ professional growth, an ethic of care ensures that 
teachers are empowered to reflect on any flaws in their performance and avoid the tendency to 
adopt a self-protective stance that may create a reluctance to participate in the change effort 
(Starratt, 2017).  Furthermore, encouraging collaborative efforts, deemphasizing competition, 
and facilitating a sense of belonging to the school requires an ethic of care as team members 
listen and respond to each other when making important moral decisions (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 
2017).   
Mo and colleagues (2019) assert that ethical leadership is imperative for teamwork and 
collaboration which are the basis of Kotter’s model for change and the foundation of the 
proposed solution to the PoP. Ethical leadership fosters interpersonal trust among team members 
and encourages creativity and innovation (Mo et al., 2019). Creativity and innovation in this 
context are a challenge to the status quo. A safe learning environment is thus necessary for team 
members to take risks as they exchange perspectives and knowledge and strive towards the 
desired state of the school. In a safe environment, teachers feel confident about sharing their 
opinions, expressing concerns, willing to risk failure, seeking understanding, embracing 
uncertainty, and resolving differences (Ganser, 2000; Snow-Gerono, 2004; Tait-McCutcheon & 
Drakem, 2016).  Additionally, job autonomy increases, which heightens teachers’ commitment 
to the organization and allows them to identify with the shared vision (Kalshoven et al., 2015). 
Moreover, fault lines often occur in teams (Mo et al., 2019) and may act as a potential 
obstacle to the change process. Ethical leadership can prevent the occurrence of fault lines as 
team members split into two or more subgroups which inhibit interaction, collaboration, 
coordination, and communication. Team fault lines may occur in the context of PPS due to the 
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diversity of the teacher and student body. Ethical leadership addresses the compositional nature 
of the team as members may exhibit unique and salient attributes such as different opinions, 
educational backgrounds, moral identities, and communication strategies (Mo et al., 2019). 
Furthermore, instead of sharing a common moral code to drive the work of the team, subgroups 
resulting from team fault lines may interpret leadership actions in different ways which result in 
tension, mistrust, and conflict. The TLC should be cognizant of fault lines during assembling the 
team, ensuring that team members share a common understanding of behavior and regulations in 
order to foster authenticity, trust, and honest communication (Busse et al. 2016).  
The TLC must also practice “relational transparency” (Amos & Klimoski, 2014, p. 113). 
Relational transparency involves openly and courageously presently oneself and consistently 
modeling ethical and moral behavior across team relationships as the team progresses towards 
achieving the goal of the change process.  Decisions are guided by moral reasoning and ethical 
standards, helping members in developing moral conformity and trust as they voice their 
opinions and reactions towards change knowing that the leader values their input (Guenter et al., 
2017; Mo et al., 2019). As the psychological safety of teachers increases, open communication is 
cultivated which empowers teachers in taking part in broad-based action towards the desired 
state of the school (Kotter, 2012).   
Citizenship education is tightly linked to moral education (Buxarrais et al., 2019). It 
promotes the acceptance, tolerance, and knowledge of the other. Teachers and school leaders are 
not only responsible for teaching topics relevant to citizenship, but they must also practice civic 
values “based on the conviction that morality is not something given in advance, assumed, or 
simply decided or chosen” (Buxarrais et al., 2019, p. 44). Instead, morality is built by developing 
and constructing personal and collective ethical behaviors. Teachers and leaders must therefore 
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provide the necessary conditions for students, faculty, and staff to shape their behavior towards 
the common good that ensures the wellbeing of all PPS members by creating an atmosphere that 
represents these values, specifically through caring relationships among all stakeholders who 
take part in the school life.  
Conclusion 
Chapter two has focused on the planning of the OIP to authentically embed the school’s 
civic goals of the mission statement into the science teaching and learning at PPS. Kotter’s 
(2014) framework for change guided by instructional and team leadership is outlined. Following 
the critical organizational analysis, PDC is proposed as the preferred solution identifying 
teachers as the most influential agents for implementing a cross-thematic approach to citizenship. 
Ethical practice necessitates providing moral direction for the school and promoting the 
professional norms of transparency, care, integrity, and responsibility (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 
2016). Chapter three of this OIP focuses on implementing, monitoring, and evaluating change 





Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, and Communication 
The final chapter of this OIP outlines the change implementation plan drawing on 
Kotter’s (2014) change model, the PDSA cycle, and a integrated instructional and team 
leadership approach. Monitoring, evaluation, and communication processes will be discussed 
along with the challenges and limitations that may arise. The chapter concludes with future 
considerations and next steps that will move the organization beyond the goals outlined in this 
OIP. 
Change Implementation Plan 
In chapter two, establishing a PDC was selected as the most appropriate teacher-led 
school improvement plan that would create the momentum needed to enact the school’s mission. 
The PDC model suggests that sustained changes are fostered by engaging teachers in locally 
situated and critical examinations of practice (Butler & Schnellert, 2012). The Plan and Do 
phases of the PDSA cycle will be discussed in this section while the Study and Act phases will be 
detailed in the Monitoring and Evaluation section (Appendix B). 
Plan 
The Plan phase will take place during the 2021 Fall term, September to December, 
implementing the first four accelerators of Kotter’s model. Kotter (2014) calls for creating a 
guiding coalition to accelerate change which, at PPS, will include the principal, TLC, student 
mentors, and teachers who have already demonstrated the will and motivation to integrate 
citizenship in their teaching. The guiding coalition will act as a broad base of support for change 
agents. The team will create a sense of urgency which has occurred naturally as science teachers 
have previously expressed the need to develop a deeper understanding of STSE issues as 
vehicles for citizenship education and as a broad goal of the OSSC (2008). However, urgency 
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should not let the change agents feel overwhelmed. Instead, the guiding coalition should assess 
what is truly urgent and what can be accomplished gradually through collaboration (Benoliel & 
Berkovich, 2017). 
There is a tangible evidence that there is a need for change. For example, citizenship is an 
unexamined concept in science education and teaching scientific knowledge cannot sufficiently 
generate desirable changes in society (Shaked, 2019). The issue is not in science education or the 
mandated curriculum but in the organizational constraints that prevent teachers from seizing the 
opportunity to use the content to educate students as citizens. It is expected that science teachers 
will embrace the change, and teachers from various departments will join the team leading and 
implementing the plan. With the desired state in mind, the guiding coalition will develop the 
school’s strategic vision, Kotter’s (2014) third accelerator of change. Unlike the traditional 
hierarchal system where the vision for change is often developed by an individual leader, PPS’ 
change vision will be the product of a collaborative effort. Therefore, the need for buy-in may 
not be necessary since a collaborative vision often sells itself (Bouckenooghe, 2010). In this 
stage, the team must determine the values that are central to the change and create a strategy to 
execute the vision. Communicating the vision, Kotter’s (2014) fourth accelerator, depends on the 
volunteer army of teachers who will communicate the change vision, manage stakeholder 
reactions, and build teachers’ capacity to embrace change. Communication will be detailed later 
in this chapter.  
Do 
Enabling action, Kotter’s (2014) fifth accelerator, will occur in the Do phase where the 
planned change will be implemented. This is a critical stage for the TLC as it requires practicing 
instructional and team leadership, which even though are often discussed separately, should be 
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integrated in practice. Furthermore, secondary school principals often have limited subject-
matter knowledge compared to TLCs and implement a content-neutral approach (DeWitt, 2020; 
Lowenhaupt & McNeill, 2019). Thus, my position as a change initiator and facilitator is ideal for 
enacting change (Leithwood, 2016). The long-term, broad goal of this OIP is to develop and 
sustain a commitment to citizenship education in science as an integral goal of PPS’ mission. 
Two short-term goals stem from this goal and will require implementing different components of 
the PDC. The two components of the PDC, PD and PLC, have different, yet complementary 
priorities. IL must fulfill the academic goals and the non-academic civic goals of education. 
Shaked (2019) explains that one of the super-goals of schooling is preparing students to live in a 
democratic society. This goal is based on the premise that students must develop their role as 
critical citizens and act as social justice agents. Therefore, “citizenship is not ‘a’ goal of 
education, it’s ‘the’ goal of education” (Shaked, 2019, p. 85). As an instructional leader, the TLC 
aspires to accomplish the academic and civic goals and make PPS an agent of social change, 
despite the dominant era of accountability. 
Goal 1 
Embedding citizenship in science teaching and learning as a cross-thematic approach is 
the first goal towards implementing the school’s mission. It is based on the notion that an 
understanding of citizenship is most effective when it is embedded within subject-specific 
teaching (Syed, 2013). The cross-thematic approach is also a valuable way of modeling for 
students that citizenship is relevant to all aspects of their lives (Sharma & Pandher, 2018). Since 
citizenship implies participating in decision-making, public dialogue, and matters of justice and 
morality, citizenship in science is essential for appreciating the complexities of social issues that 
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are heavily dependent on science (Choi & Kim, 2020). Therefore, science education can and 
should be one of the primary vehicles for citizenship education.  
For this integration to occur, teachers need to be given the opportunity, resources, 
support, and time to develop materials and practice new strategies. Considering the list of tasks 
and school routines that science teachers must attend to on daily basis, the TLC should not lose 
sight of how the change initiative might impact teachers or the heavy load they carry. 
Developing different approaches to address STSE issues or completely renovating a specific 
instructional strategy thus requires formal, on-site, content-based (science), and sustained PD 
opportunities, supported by reflective and evaluative practices in science instruction that focus 
on citizenship integration in science (Stoll & Temperley, 2009). PD, one component of the PDC, 
is essential for achieving this goal and will be further discussed.  
Goal 2 
The second goal aims at developing a learning community that supports PPS’ growth 
towards a collegial organization where teachers are jointly responsible and accountable for the 
school’s performance. This goal requires creating a PLC, the second component of a PDC, that 
will run in parallel to the PD activities. Systems thinking will form the conceptual foundation of 
the PLC (Shaked & Schechter, 2016), which as stated in chapter one, is currently weak at PPS. 
The PLC will reinforce systems thinking, encouraging teachers to see themselves as part of the 
whole organization and not just responsible for their own classroom and a small group of 
students (Shaked & Schechter, 2016). 
Collaboration is the foundation of this OIP, but it must be recognized that each teacher’s 
classroom is a unique context and implementation is distinct and situational (O’Dwyer, 2018). 
The team, operating as a learning community, must maintain a loose boundary by sharing 
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knowledge with teachers in other departments and aligning its work with the way PPS operates 
(Benoliel & Berkovich, 2016; Godkin, 2010). Another task is supporting the diverse skills, 
needs, goals, perspectives, and expectations of independent teachers (Burke et al., 2006; Day et 
al., 2004). The TLC will utilize team leadership to harness teachers’ creativity and to support 
members in generating solutions, setting realistic milestones, executing tasks within specific 
deadlines, and connecting the work with the larger organization (Ancona et al., 2009).  
Initiation of PD  
The neoliberal rhetoric has affected the school leadership’s choice of teacher PD, 
emphasizing themes that reinforce teaching and learning as a managed performance (Willemse et 
al., 2015). Instead of vertical learning that is conducted by an external expert, teachers 
experience horizontal learning in a PDC as they learn in networks, from and with other 
colleagues (van Driel et al., 2001). The PD activities will take place on weekly basis, over four 
terms, from January to August 2022, following the planning phase (Appendix B). The TLC will 
act as an instructional leader for science teachers and volunteer teachers from other departments. 
The PD component of the PDC will adopt Desimone’s (2009) framework. Desimone (2009) 
identifies active learning, coherence, content focus, collective participation, and duration as core 
features for effective PD.  
Active learning involves linking the new ideas introduced in the PD to the teaching 
context (Garet et al., 2001). Teachers in a similar context engage in situated, content-focused, 
active, and reflective practices (Sprott, 2019). It might take the form of peer observation or co-
teaching as examples of “vicarious experiences” (Bruce et al., 2010, p. 1599). The duration of 
the plan ensures that teachers have multiple opportunities to discuss new knowledge and 
assessment requirements in depth, to implement, reflect, and modify it as conceptions and 
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misconceptions surface and as new pedagogical strategies are put to test. The content of the PD 
will be determined by the teachers. Content-focus is specifically relevant in high schools like 
PPS, where the subject matter is a specialization. It is also pertinent to the cross-thematic 
approach as teachers choose appropriate curriculum content to integrate citizenship with science. 
Collective participation is imperative in the departmental context of this PoP. It refers to 
collaboration among teachers in common contexts such as teachers teaching the same subject in 
the same department or teachers teaching the same grade level from different departments 
(Durksen et al., 2017; Sprott, 2019; van Driel et al., 2012). Finally, the TLC will ensure that 
coherence is maintained by connecting PD activities to existing curricular practices and teachers’ 
prior PCK. Coherence will unify the interests of the school and the interests of teachers with 
explicit tasks and attainable goals (Durksen et al., 2017). Coherence prevents the PD from being 
perceived as an isolated endeavor (van Driel et al., 2012). 
Initiation of PLC 
Commitment to critically implement what has been learned during PD activities is 
essential for addressing the problematic nature of citizenship education. In a PLC, teachers can 
discuss and plan for practicing new knowledge and skills. The TLC will apply an integrated 
approach of instructional and team leadership to assist teachers in creating a community based on 
“open conflict norms” (Jehn, 1995, as cited in Dooner et al., 2008). These norms are essential for 
the controversial nature of STSE issues and citizenship topics, allowing teachers to candidly 
discuss tensions related to the tasks or various conflicting viewpoints as vigorous discussions of 
different proposals are generated.  
The PLC will run in parallel to the PD activities. The PLC will initially apply a consistent 
structure where teachers discuss curricular material and explore possible ways to integrate and 
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implement citizenship in their classes. Applying the new knowledge in lesson plans and 
instructional strategies will occur concurrently. This might take place individually or in pairs 
through co-teaching. During the 2022 summer term, smaller groups within the PLC may be built 
to further develop the ideas explored. At this stage, it is expected that members of the PLC will 
have compiled shared knowledge and created common grounds upon which a solid foundation is 
built to move forward with the change process. Therefore, smaller PLC groups allow for a more 
focused discussion on individual interests (Dooner et al., 2008). All members will continue to 
meet regularly as a large group to discuss the overriding vision, the common tasks, and the 
progress of the short-term goals.  
Professional learning as a goal of successful implementation requires more than time and 
space for conducting meetings. It necessitates an “open-to-learning stance” (Katz & Donohoo, 
2020, p. 13) and an orientation towards positive interdependence as team members engage in 
joint effort to attain progress. 
Stakeholder Reactions 
One of the main tasks of the coalition team is to ensure that the interests of all 
stakeholders align with the new educational goals of the school.  Therefore, it is important to 
identify the early adopters supportive of the change process, and the non-adopters who might 
resist if they feel threatened by the new vision (Cawsey et al., 2016). Early adopters can form the 
volunteer army since they are more likely to be willing to translate the change process into action 
which may magnify other stakeholders’ openness to change (Hargreaves, 2019). When the need 
for change is appropriately communicated throughout the school, early adopters can take the 
initiative to influence their colleagues, enable change agents to understand how they will be 
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impacted by the change, and keep them informed about the change plan as the school progresses 
through the process and the change unfolds (Manz & Suarez, 2018).   
Teachers who may resist the change, the non-adopters, might find it challenging to teach 
science for civic engagement due to many factors such as lack of time or the school’s compliance 
culture. Other teachers may carry their own beliefs and perceptions from their experience in 
other private schools that often operate with neoliberal market-driven ideology. Therefore, it is 
important to clearly communicate the targets of change because commitment depends on how 
they perceive the need for change and how attainable it is (Madsen et al., 2005). The TLC, with 
the help of the volunteer army, will foster motivation and encouragement, build positive 
relationships based on trust, and will work closely with individual teachers to remove barriers 
and reduce ambiguity to avoid the recipient trap. Nurturing collective efficacy empowers 
teachers to persist despite the tension of balancing their individual autonomy with the collective 
autonomy of the team (Katz & Donohoo, 2020). Teachers will build the confidence to 
successfully execute the change and positively impact the learning of their students. 
Students, the change recipients, might display positive or ambivalent reactions to change 
in science instruction. Some may welcome the challenge and are more likely to take risks 
learning science from a perspective they are not familiar with (Kars & Inandi, 2018). Ambivalent 
students might display resistance since it is not the usual approach to science education that they 
are familiar with (Pedretti et al., 2008). The TLC and teachers can engage with students in 
reflective discussions regularly throughout the change process, encouraging them to voice their 
concerns. Additionally, the positive attitude of motivated students can be used to influence their 
peers. Moreover, if students believe that their best interest is recognized by the school leader and 
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their teachers, then they are more likely to exhibit a positive approach to change (Cawsey et al., 
2016). 
Resources 
Few resources are needed to implement the PDC over two academic years, most 
importantly being time for planning. The initiation of a PDC demands sufficient facilitated time 
and jointly pre-scheduled openings in the schools’ timetables (van Schaik et al., 2019). The TLC 
will work with the principal to re-arrange timetables and will be willing to substitute for teachers 
who require release time to plan and coordinate with other teachers, especially volunteer teachers 
from other departments. Other resources include space allocation to conduct PD activities and a 
common space for PLC meetings. Monetary resources would include purchasing training 
material and other resources and allocating a budget for substitute teachers if needed. This will 
be negotiated with the principal as the primary decision-maker at the school.  
Implementation Issues 
Several implementation issues might arise when incorporating the proposal outlined 
above within science education at PPS. The first major issue is the lack of coordination between 
departments. Every department acts as a “subculture” (Lochmiller, 2016, p. 80) at the school. It 
is expected that when the PLC is established, departments can re-culture themselves and set 
expectations that adhere to the founding mission of the school (Curry, 2014). The second 
implementation issue is designing professional learning opportunities that cater to teachers who 
are at various stages in their careers and thus would have different needs. Following Desimone’s 
(2009) elements when planning PD activities should address this issue. In the PLC, teachers at 
various stages in their career may construct new knowledge as they reflect on their prior 
experiences, the content area, and their own learning process (Zech et al., 2000). The third 
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significant challenge is assessments. Teachers might not reach mutually agreed learning goals 
(Kho et al., 2019), particularly in terms of how to assess citizenship goals in science. Teachers, 
parents, and students’ views on success are exclusively understood as meeting the intended 
objectives of the curriculum. Promoting citizenship in science involves a focus on developing 
items that relate to assessment for learning and assessment as learning. These items assess the 
students’ ability to critically engage with citizenship issues in science and the open-ended STSE 
issues within the OSSC (2008). 
Limitations 
Several limitations might challenge the effective execution of this OIP. The first 
significant limitation is securing release time for teachers to collaborate and move from their 
isolated professional spaces to the public sphere of a PDC (Bruce et al., 2010). Currently, at PPS, 
there are 15 assigned PD days from January to August. The PD calendar days account for 120 
hours for teachers to collaborate within the PDC space. Another limitation is related to 
leadership at PPS. The OIP demands making peace with two competing priorities, the moral and 
the managerial imperatives (Bush & Glover, 2015). The suggested team and instructional 
leadership approaches must not underrepresent the managerial practices that are essential for 
school performance and organizational stability such as monitoring school activities, hiring, and 
others. Additionally, change might be accompanied by unexpected outcomes that require the 
leader to be flexible to adapt to the needs of the current situation and the wellbeing of the 
stakeholders. For example, teacher turnover rate is often high in private schools and it might be 
challenging for the school leadership to retain high-quality teachers (Kalman & Arslan, 2016). 
Even though hiring new faculty members brings a fresh perspective and diverse ideas that may 
enrich the change initiative, PPS needs to maintain its faculty and staff, especially those who 
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have participated in the first implementation cycle of this OIP. To mitigate this issue, the TLC 
will negotiate with the principal, specific job conditions that will reduce teachers’ turn-over rate. 
Additionally, congruence between the principal’s and teachers’ norms and values results in 
higher organizational commitment (Blase & Blase, 2002) as PPS shifts from professional 
collaboration to collaborative professionalism (Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018).  
Monitoring and Evaluation 
Katz and Donohoo (2020) define quality implementation as the process by which an 
intervention to improve an organization gets realized in practice. It involves a team of 
organizational members who apply, assess, monitor, and evaluate intended outcomes to attain 
change. Monitoring and evaluating the change plan is an essential process for the change agents 
to assess if the goals of the OIP have been successfully attained and to identify what needs to be 
modified before moving forward (Katz & Donohoo, 2020). Monitoring and evaluation have 
complementary roles. Monitoring change is the ongoing, systematic process of collecting data 
that “generates questions to be answered in evaluation” (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016, p. 13). The 
collected data informs the leader about what and how the goals of the implementation plan have 
been accomplished. Evaluation of the change initiative assesses the progress of the 
implementation plan by identifying areas that require future monitoring (Markiewicz & Patrick, 
2016). Evaluating allows for a deeper understanding of the change plan to formulate 
recommendations for the future. At PPS, the monitoring and evaluation of the change initiative 
will primarily take place in the Study phase of the PDSA cycle and will consider various 
qualitative data collected throughout the first implementation cycle from January to August, 
2022. During the Act phase, goals, tasks, and objectives will be modified based on the results of 




Monitoring and Evaluation of the Goals Needed to Shift PPS from its Current State to the 
Desired State  
 
Study 
Monitoring will take place in the Study phase of the PDSA cycle (Appendix B). The team 
will focus on collecting and analyzing data and comparing the progress with the desired planned 
state. This is imperative for examining if the goals are being met and for informing the 
leadership team if the change was, in fact, an improvement (Shackman et al., 2017). 
Additionally, teachers will reflect on the impact of the change on their personal growth, 
professional growth, and the school environment. Instructional and team leadership will continue 
to be a focus during this phase, as trust is established, and respect underpins all forms of 
interaction. The integrated leadership approach will offer teachers the resources, time, 
commitment, support, motivation, and encouragement needed to own the results and the 
decisions they attain (Vangrieken et al., 2017). 
Formal and informal data will be collected using different forms of evidence and will 
serve as a reference against which any improvements will be compared and evaluated. Results 
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will highlight the short-term wins to be celebrated (Kotter, 2014) and the failures to be 
addressed. Informal data will serve as a starting point for monitoring and evaluation. It will be 
collected through dialoguing with students, conversations between the TLC and the teachers in 
hallways, teachers’ lounge, faculty and admin meetings, and through observations of 
collaborative processes as teachers participate and work within the PDC. Such conversations will 
be based on trust and respect and are a valuable data source because they allow for candid 
feedback from students and teachers, reflecting their views and beliefs. The TLC will also 
conduct class observations in a non-evaluative way and compare the data with previous reports 
of class observations conducted before initiating the change plan.  
Formal data will initially include collecting and checking samples of updated lesson 
plans, modified syllabi, formative assessments for learning and as learning, anecdotal data of 
classroom practices, and other relevant curricular documents. During the Do phase, teachers are 
encouraged to track their work using teacher logs. Teachers can use logged data to identify 
effective and non-effective teaching practices (Glennie et al., 2017). The team will use teacher 
logs to examine areas of strengths and areas that need further improvement and set goals to 
address challenges. In a PLC, teachers can apply the “rotating chair” (Dooner et al., 2008, p. 
569) strategy where different teachers on a rotating schedule can reflect on their logs with their 
colleagues and analyze successes and failures. Teachers are also encouraged to participate in 
peer observations and/or microteaching. Microteaching is common in teacher education 
programs for pre-service teachers to develop teaching skills in a safe environment (Karlström & 
Hamza, 2019). In the PDC, microteaching can be used as a technique to facilitate reflection and 
as an opportunity for teachers to practice new PCK before implementing it in the classroom 
(Kusmawan, 2017). Microteaching lessons will be recorded. Viewing a video of one’s teaching 
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helps teachers detect details of interactions with students that may be hard to notice while 
teaching (Tülüce & Çeçen, 2018). 
Peer observations will take place during the school day and within the teachers’ regular 
schedule to ensure that this practice is sustained over time. Teachers observing their colleagues 
of similar experience and in a similar context teach challenging ideas is a powerful source of 
teacher efficacy (Butler & Schnellert, 2012). After a peer observation, teachers in a PLC may 
begin using the “hot seat” (Dooner et al., 2008, p. 569) process, a learning strategy that requires 
individual teachers to volunteer and present one of their sample lessons for implementation. 
Other members of the PLC provide authentic, reflective feedback in a community that ensures 
members’ psychological safety (Day et al., 2004). This may start in the Spring term, April 2022, 
as teachers build a respectful and trustful learning environment and can risk being honest and 
open about their struggles and concerns. The hot seat strategy moves teachers’ work from the 
“show and tell practice” (Dooner et al., 2008, p. 569) to deeper conversations with colleagues. 
Other sources of formal data will be gathered across the school during the summer term, 
July and August 2022, and the first few weeks of the Fall term which starts in September 2022. 
This data will primarily be used to solicit feedback and input on the change process and its 
progress from key stakeholders including the leadership team, the coalition team, teachers, and 
students. Students will be encouraged to anonymously complete a feedback questionnaire to 
monitor and evaluate the impact of change in the classroom. Department-wide surveys will be 
conducted for teachers to assess the impact of the PDC on their teaching practice and determine 
the change in their beliefs and assumptions relevant to citizenship education and the school’s 
mission. The TLC will also engage in co-generative dialogues with teachers in focus group 
meetings (Bryce et al., 2016; DeWitt, 2020). In a co-generative dialogue, teachers can have a 
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voice in the monitoring and evaluation process and can critically analyze how the change process 
is unfolding (Haber-Curran & Tillapaugh, 2015). Finally, the OCAI will be reintroduced and 
data will be used to determine the extent to which the current state matches the desired state 
(Cameron & Quinn, 2011). Teachers are primarily loyal to their individual responsibilities and 
positions and may overlook their influence on the school (Shaked & Schechter, 2016). The 
results from the OCAI administered in the Fall term of 2022 will measure systems thinking of 
PPS as teachers evaluate their collaboration and its impact on the development of the whole 
school. However, it is important to note that some teachers might prefer instead to work 
independently. They can create and plan better alone than in groups (Shakenova, 2017). Unlike 
constrained individualism that is common to neoliberal practices, Hargreaves and Dawe (1990) 
suggest that elective individualism may have positive effects. Depending on the situation, 
teachers can choose to work collaboratively or individually (Shakenova, 2017). When the team 
respects teachers’ elective individualism, contrived collegiality would be averted (Hargreaves & 
Dawe, 1990). 
Act 
Evaluation of the change plan will take place in the Act phase of the PDSA cycle (Appendix 
B). During this phase, Kotter’s (2014) last two accelerators will be implemented based on the 
evaluation of the data collected during the monitoring process. During the Act phase, 
stakeholders focus on deep reflection by asking several questions such as (Pietrzak & 
Paliszkiewicz, 2015; Shackman et al., 2017) 
• What does the data tell us about the implementation plan? 
• How will we know that we have attained the desired state? 
• Can the change be institutionalized? 
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• Does the change plan need modification?  
• What adjustments are needed before the second implementation phase? 
Sustaining acceleration means that gains and successes will be consolidated (Kotter, 
2014). This step prevents complacency from setting in (Calegari et al., 2015). New goals will be 
set, utilizing the momentum of the initial success that was highlighted, celebrated, and 
communicated. These short-term wins can fuel continued change (Kotter, 2014) and constitute a 
substantial foundation of collective efficacy because they are derived from personal, experiential 
practices (Katz & Donohoo, 2020). Before formal adjustments to the change plan are established 
in the Fall term of 2022, teachers can meet within the small PLC groups to identify the 
challenges, successes, and to share their experiences on how the plan has been implemented. For 
example, the shared vision might be revisited, student and teacher data may be reviewed and the 
overall impact of the PDC will be discussed. The feedback can be shared with the large PLC 
group as members actively listen to each other, assessing the outcomes from individual PLC 
groups before formal revisions to the original change plan are completed and shared with all key 
stakeholders. It is anticipated that this repetition of the PDC cycle will solidify a culture of 
inquiry, continuous improvement, and collaboration at PPS.  
Before change is anchored at PPS, it is imperative that the leadership team and teachers 
critically analyze student feedback. The impact of the change plan on student learning is the 
greatest motivator for teachers to persevere in integrating citizenship in science education and 
enhancing their PCK (Guskey, 2003). Teachers need to be confident that their efforts have been 
successfully impacting student learning which provides the momentum to continue to pursue 
improving their PCK (Guskey, 2003). Teachers will change their beliefs once their change in 
practice has positively impacted their students (Spaulding & Smith, 2012). In other words, 
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teachers’ beliefs about citizenship and the goals of science education will likely change once 
they experience constructive learning experiences from their students when these practices are 
implemented in the classroom (Spaulding & Smith, 2012).   
Institutionalizing change is the most challenging step of the OIP. It indicates that the 
“new approaches, behaviors, and attitudes have helped improve performance” (Kotter, 1996, p. 
67). Successful implementation becomes accepted practice and leads to positive outcomes (Katz 
& Donohoo, 2020). The change plan at this stage demands persistence. Teachers must persist 
even when the course of action has been modified, with the confidence that change is a slow, 
lengthy process and that attaining the desired state and institutionalizing change will likely occur 
in the near future. Persistence allows for ongoing learning (Cawsey et al., 2016). It is 
optimistically expected that persisting to learn will become part of the teachers’ professional 
identity, continuously trying to improve while encouraging and motivating others to pursue a 
similar journey of learning and reflection (Cawsey et al., 2016). The PDC would become part of 
the school’s development and teachers’ work at PPS, rather than an additional aspect of it 
(Supovitz & Turner, 2000). Instead of passive learning, transformation and activism would 
become the new foundations of science education that promotes citizenship, social justice, and 
responsibility (Pedretti et al., 2008).  
Monitoring and evaluation of the school improvement plan are as important as 
identifying and setting the short and long-term goals of the implementation proposal (Katz & 
Donohoo, 2020). The data from these two processes can inform team members on how to revise 




Communicating the Need for Change 
Communication is crucial for initiating organizational change and it is at the heart of the 
change process (Kotter, 1996; Lewis, 2011, 2019). Lewis (2011) argues that communication is a 
social process that triggers change because it allows stakeholders to realize the urgency for 
change, identify the factors that will generate change, and convince other stakeholders to adopt 
and implement the change initiative. Furthermore, communication among stakeholders 
influences how they make sense of any given change, how they frame the successes and failures 
that will arise throughout the course of action, and how they embrace future change initiatives 
(Lewis et al., 2006). Communication also allows change agents to track progress as the PDSA 
cycle evolves.  
Communicating the change initiative will start in the Plan phase of the PDSA cycle using 
Kotter’s (2014) fourth accelerator that recommends recruiting a volunteer army. The volunteer 
army is responsible for the initial communication with stakeholders. It consists of the school 
principal, the TLC as the change initiator and change facilitator, student mentors, and volunteer 
teachers. At PPS, it is expected that proper communication routes coupled with celebrating short-
term wins and successes would allow the change to spread to other departments through a 
diffusion process. Lewis (2019) defines diffusion as “the process involved in sharing new ideas 
with others to the point that they catch on” (p. 27) after which adoption occurs as other 
stakeholders formally embrace the change. The pace of diffusion within the organization 
determines the success of implementation. Although science teachers are initially the target 
audience, the sphere of influence will broaden as the momentum for change increases.  
Communication should aim at reducing the uncertainty that is often associated with 
change and mostly experienced by non-adopters. Communicating a consistent message that 
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change at PPS is imperative eases confusion. Uncertainty must be averted by appropriately 
disseminating information about the change, highlighting misunderstandings, and clarifying 
inaccurate information. During the Plan phase of the PDSA cycle, the leadership team at PPS 
must ensure that the change vision is clear without overwhelming teachers and other 
stakeholders with information that might create confusion during the early stages of the change 
process. Formal communication will occur at this stage using the school’s established and 
frequently used channels. Formal communication creates a common understanding about the 
change effort and reduces ambiguity during subsequent informal efforts to disseminate details 
about the change. Formal communication of the change plan will occur at every stage of the 
PDSA cycle, specifically for establishing a sense of urgency, for developing a vision for change, 
and for celebrating short-term wins. Establishing a sense of urgency will occur through formal 
and informal modes of communication. Communicating evidence at this stage confirms that 
change is necessary (King, 2016).  
Teachers’ perception of change and motivation for change is personal (Cawsey et al., 
2016); if they do not match the perceptions of the leadership team, it creates tension and might 
affect the implementation of the change process. Bunea et al. (2016) emphasize the influential 
role of senior leadership in clearly communicating the implementation strategy for change with 
all stakeholders. Therefore, the leadership team must be cognizant of the manner and timing of 
the first official announcements since it might impact teachers’ reactions to change and influence 
the implementation effort (Lewis, 2011). This initial formal dialogue will set the foundation for 
the change process before focusing on the detailed action plan.  
The volunteer army must ensure that teachers assess the change efforts the same as the 
leadership team and have the same facts and assumptions about the possible outcomes and their 
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benefit for individuals and the organization (Cawsey et al., 2016). The TLC will solicit the 
support of the principal as a key member of the volunteer army due to his agency as the primary 
decision-maker at the school. A series of consecutive meetings will be arranged with the 
leadership team to devise an initial proposal that will guide the planning phase. The proposal will 
include the context of the change, relevant data and internal documents, a basic implementation 
plan, ethical considerations, and a justification of how the proposed change will facilitate the 
implementation and institutionalization of the school’s mission.  
Formal Communication 
Most of the formal communication will occur during faculty meetings and departmental 
meetings where teachers can share their concerns in a safe environment that values their input. 
These meetings will occur during the Fall term, from September to December of 2021, to outline 
the improvement plan and reinforce the need to work collaboratively to implement the school’s 
mission. The leadership team must solicit teachers’ feedback during the meetings in order to 
receive accurate suggestions that can assist in modifying the improvement plan based on 
teachers’ needs and the context of each classroom. Face-to-face communication during these 
meetings builds trust, eliminates incoherence, and provides opportunities for immediate feedback 
(Kotter, 2014). The progress of the change effort will be communicated to solidify commitment 
and provide concise dissemination of information.  
During the Do phase of the PDSA cycle, the TLC will communicate the details relevant 
to the change, generating discussion during departmental meetings and PDC meetings. As part of 
the weekly departmental email, the TLC can send a question that is related to one of the goals of 
the PDC. Responses will be collected to be anonymously discussed in the upcoming PLC 
meeting. This mode of communication ensures that all teachers are active participants in the 
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action plan. Teachers will also know in advance that the question included in the email will be 
addressed in a planned discussion in the PLC. Teachers will also be encouraged to bring any 
relevant information to be collected for data analysis during the Study phase of the PDSA cycle. 
Challenges will be collectively analyzed, and short-term successes achieved thus far will be 
further applied during the first implementation round of this OIP.  
Informal Communication  
Informal communication is as prominent as the formal course, mainly due to the absence 
of the authority force that is associated with formal messages from the leadership team. During 
informal communication, teachers will interact with each other to discuss the urgency, process, 
and implications of change. These emergent interactions “may become normative practices over 
time” (Lewis, 2019, p. 58); thus, it may shape the attitude of non-adopters, may increase the will 
to participate, and may reduce opposition to change which ultimately impacts the outcomes of 
change (Lewis, 2011). Early adopters can act as informal communicators at this stage, positively 
influencing the opinions and attitudes of their colleagues to support the change initiative and 
adopt the implementation plan. 
Informal communication with all faculty and staff at PPS will occur through routine work 
discussions. Regular updates about short-term wins will be communicated and celebrated 
(Kotter, 1996). Announcing success may promote and demonstrate the effectiveness of change 
across the school and provide a model of change for other departments (Kang et al., 2020). The 
team would likely come to believe that the combined efforts of its members has led to the 
accomplishment of goals and the success of the change plan (Katz & Donohoo, 2020). Face-to-
face communication in the PDC will occur in small groups. The participatory approach of 
informal communication allows the TLC to evaluate teachers’ reactions to change while building 
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competence and promoting commitment and engagement in the PDC. Teachers participating in 
the PDC are encouraged to create and contribute to a blog in a respectful, ethical, and authentic 
manner. The blog will be accessible to all teachers and can serve as a collective resource to 
discuss the work done in the PDC and how change is progressing and unfolding. A shared folder 
will be created on Google© Drive for teachers to add lesson plans, co-teaching instructional 
strategies, and other relevant resources.  
Soliciting input from stakeholders is another method of informal communication (Lewis, 
2011, 2019). Teachers in the PDC have the agency to determine the content of the PD and the 
course of action of the PLC, provide feedback about the change process, propose ideas, and 
suggest improvements for implementation. Such forms of direct and indirect participation in 
decision-making support solicitation of input as a communication method that reinforces trust 
and credibility in teachers as change implementers. Trust strengthens communication and 
collaboration among stakeholders, an essential factor that allows change to progress efficiently 
(Cawsey et al., 2016).  Clear communication of the vision and the change process reduces 
ambiguity and builds a trusting relationship between the leadership team and teachers as the 
primary change implementors at PPS (Cawsey et al., 2016).  
Communication about change must include students as the change recipients in this OIP. 
The success of the change initiative depends on how students perceive the implementation 
process collectively set by teachers. Students have the right to understand how the change in 
science education will impact their learning. It is also an opportunity for them to voice their 
opinion. Incorporating students’ feedback into the change plan will reduce the top-down 
approach and would make the learning process more authentic. Communicating with students 
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will be done collectively during assembly, in individual classrooms, and during informal 
conversations between students and teachers and students and the TLC.  
During the orientation period of the Fall term of 2022, the TLC will prepare a 
presentation that highlights the attained goals, the achieved successes, and the challenges 
experienced by change agents. Questions and feedback will be solicited before institutionalizing 
what has been successfully accomplished by teachers in the PDC. The communication that will 
occur during the orientation period at PPS, which overlaps with the Study phase of the PDSA 
cycle, is essential in keeping teachers informed about the change and is expected to maintain the 
momentum. 
At the end of the first academic year, it is recommended that the communication plan be 
revised during the Fall term of 2022. Reviewing and amending communication routes will 
depend on the success of the first round of the implementation plan, the change in teachers’ 
needs, insights on classroom learning, and the data collected from the administered surveys and 
questionnaires throughout the Do phase of the PDSA cycle. The revision process will be 
discussed collectively and shared with the principal before preparing for the Act phase and the 
second implementation cycle of the OIP during the 2022-2023 academic year.  
Conclusion 
The organizational improvement plan introduced in this chapter outlines how the PDC will 
be implemented, monitored, evaluated, and how the change plan will be communicated. To stay 
true to the school’s mission, the PDC was introduced to de-privatize teachers’ practices and to 
create a safe space for teachers to challenge their previously held assumptions about science 
education and the goals of education (Vangrieken et al., 2017). It is anticipated that the PDC would 
provide teachers with a new lens through which they can view their own practice and their role in 
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helping students be better equipped to make informed decisions in their life beyond school (Gutek, 
2013; Sprott, 2019). 
Next Steps and Future Considerations 
Mission statements remain meaningless until school leaders and teachers make them 
meaningful. When leaders are committed to bringing the mission to life, teachers will support it, 
embrace it, and own it (Steele & Whitaker, 2019). The long-term goal of this OIP is to close the 
gap between the school’s mission and the school’s practices and balance the desired clan culture 
of the school with the current hierarchy state (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). It is anticipated that 
despite the indisputable impact of the neoliberal ideology on the private school sector, the 
leadership team at PPS would maintain the team leadership approach. PPS is a new school and 
maintaining a collaborative environment that values the school’s mission should be embedded in 
the school’s structure. It is not a state to be attained but to be continuously practiced.  
It is expected that the PDC will act as a vehicle that preserves the will for change at PPS 
in terms of authentically implementing the school’s mission. The macro-context of how 
neoliberalism shapes PDCs is one critical future concern to consider (Bottery, 2003). The 
neoliberal ideology tends to focus leaders’ and teachers’ work in a PDC on managed and 
measurable learning (Allen, 2013; Bottery, 2003). This assumption must be contested so teachers 
can value PDCs as communities “of moral deliberation” (Servage, 2009, p. 166) to embrace the 
goals of education with focus on student learning that aims at developing responsible citizens 
who are able to contribute to society and the world at large. A change of this magnitude requires 
teachers to change their teaching practices, schools to become learning communities for students 
and teachers alike, and school leadership that challenges the status quo and empowers students as 
global citizens (Bencze & Hodson, 1998).  
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After the first implementation cycle from Fall 2021 to Fall 2022, the plan has the 
potential to institutionalize teaching and learning with the school’s mission in mind. Future 
considerations must challenge the idea that citizenship in education is a status to be achieved 
(Skogen, 2010). Citizenship must become a practice at PPS where students can identify with 
social, public issues. This requires developing a culture of participation and commitment to the 
larger community (Mulcahy, 2010). Teachers must re-visit the goals of the PDC to address the 
need to engage students in practical activism. Increasing students’ civic involvement empowers 
them to take action and attempt to make a difference in their community and the wider society 
(Guo, 2014). 
Implementing a cross-thematic approach to citizenship and integrating civic goals in the 
OSSC (2008) is the main goal of this OIP. However, it should be acknowledged that this change 
is the first step in an incremental process that requires perseverance and commitment. Teaching 
and learning about citizenship through curriculum content is insufficient; it must be coupled with 
opportunities that offer students active engagement in various settings in school and their 
community (Akhtar, 2008; Hodson, 2020; Reichert & Print, 2018; Ross et al., 2007). Teachers in 
the PDC must consider involving students in cross-curricular activities and community events 
that enable them to take action in meaningful settings that bridge what has been discussed in 
class with authentic experiences.  
Organizational Improvement Plan Conclusion 
This OIP represents a modest effort to reclaim a fundamental role of education as a 
public good and schools as social institutions where citizenship is valued and practiced. This 
educational goal prepares students to be engaged citizens, debating, and negotiating social issues 
with a clear moral purpose that creates a sense of citizenship (Shields, 2018). Educational leaders 
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must discuss the goals of education with students and teachers, instead of reducing the schooling 
system to a set of technical practices. In this context, the moral purpose of leadership is to 
emphasize the collective good, cooperation rather than competition, and process rather than 
product (Blackmore, 2013; Brooks, 2016). I argue that schools should confront and question the 
impact of neoliberalism on education that undermines social responsibility (Hursh & Martina, 
2016). Instead of isolating schools from the wider environment, leaders and teachers must adopt 
the role of “professional activists” (Blackmore, 2013, p. 146) that have the potential to bring 
about social change. A moral purpose resides at the core of educational leadership, rooted in the 
responsibility to ensure that students are not only prepared to perform well on assessments and 
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Appendix A: Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument 
1. Dominant Characteristics Now Preferred 
A. The organization is a very personal place. It is like an extended 
family. People seem to share a lot of themselves 
  
B. The organization is a dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People are 
willing to stick their necks out and take risks. 
  
C. The organization is very results oriented. A major concern is with 
getting the job done. People are very competitive and achievement 
oriented. 
  
D. The organization is a very controlled and structured place. Formal 
procedures generally govern what people do. 
  
Total 100 100 
 
2. Organizational Leadership Now Preferred 
A. The leadership in the organization is generally considered to 
exemplify mentoring, facilitating, or nurturing. 
  
B. The leadership in the organization is generally considered to 
exemplify entrepreneurship, innovation, or risk taking. 
  
C. The leadership in the organization is generally considered to 
exemplify a no - nonsense, aggressive, results - oriented focus. 
  
D. The leadership in the organization is generally considered to 
exemplify coordinating, organizing, or smooth - running efficiency. 
  
Total 100 100 
 
3. Management of Employees Now Preferred 
A. The management style in the organization is characterized by 
teamwork, consensus, and participation. 
  
B. The management style in the organization is characterized by 
individual risk taking, innovation, freedom, and uniqueness. 
  
C. The management style in the organization is characterized by hard - 
driving competitiveness, high demands, and achievement. 
  
D. The management style in the organization is characterized by security 
of employment, conformity, predictability, and stability in relationships. 
  
Total 100 100 
 
4. Organization Glue Now Preferred 
A. The glue that holds the organization together is loyalty and mutual 
trust. Commitment to this organization runs high. 
  
B. The glue that holds the organization together is commitment to 
innovation and development. There is an emphasis on being on the 
cutting edge. 
  
C. The glue that holds the organization together is the emphasis on 
achievement and goal accomplishment. 
  
D. The glue that holds the organization together is formal rules and 
policies. Maintaining a smoothly running organization is important. 
  






5. Strategic Emphases Now Preferred 
A. The organization emphasizes human development. High trust, 
openness, and participation persist. 
  
B. The organization emphasizes acquiring new resources and creating 
new challenges. Trying new things and prospecting for opportunities are 
valued. 
  
C. The organization emphasizes competitive actions and achievement. 
Hitting stretch targets and winning in the marketplace are dominant. 
  
D. The organization emphasizes permanence and stability. Efficiency, 
control, and smooth operations are important. 
  
Total 100 100 
 
6. Criteria of Success Now Preferred 
A. The organization defines success on the basis of the development of 
human resources, teamwork, employee commitment, and concern for 
people. 
  
B. The organization defines success on the basis of having unique or the 
newest products. It is a product leader and innovator. 
  
C. The organization defines success on the basis of winning in the 
marketplace and outpacing the competition. Competitive market 
leadership is key. 
  
D. The organization defines success on the basis of efficiency. 
Dependable delivery, smooth scheduling, and low - cost production are 
critical. 
  
Total 100 100 
 
Adapted from Diagnosing and Changing Organizational Culture (p. 30), by K. Cameron and R. 











Appendix B: Change Implementation Plan 
Plan 
Fall Term 
September to December 
2021 
Accelerator Stakeholders Tasks Examples 
Establish a Sense 
of Urgency 
 
• School Leadership 
Team: 
• Principal (Change 
Initiator) 
• TLC (Change 
Initiator and 
Facilitator) 
• Student Mentors 
(Change Facilitators) 
• Identifying the gap between 
the current and desired state 
• Critical organizational 
analysis (refer to Chapter 2) 
• Appointment of team 
members 
• Assessing what is 
urgent and what needs 
to be accomplished 
gradually through 
collaboration 
• Provide tangible 
evidence of need for 
change 
 
Create a Guiding 
Coalition 
 
• Principal (Change 
Initiator) 
• TLC (Change 
Initiator and 
Facilitator) 
• Student Mentors 
(Change Facilitators) 
• Science Teachers 
(Change Facilitators 
• Create the vision to drive 
change towards the desired 
state (refer to gap analysis) 
 
• The team will act as a 
broad base of support 
for change agents 
• Communicate the 
















• TLC (Change 
Initiator and 
Facilitator) 
• Student Mentors 
(Change Facilitators) 










• The vision will stem from the 
school’s mission 
• The vision will serve as a 
compelling direction to direct 
the change effort 
 
• Identify the 
framework for change 
• Identify short- and 
long-term goals 
• Determine the values 
central to change  
• Create a strategy to 





• TLC (Change 
Initiator and 
Facilitator) 
• Student Mentors 
(Change Facilitators) 





• Communicate the change 
vision  
• Manage stakeholder reactions 
• Building stakeholder capacity 
 
• Empowering teachers 
to lead change 
 
Do 
Winter Term- Spring Term- Summer 1 Term- Summer 2 Term 
January to August 
2022 
Accelerator Stakeholders Tasks Examples 
Enable Action  • TLC (Change 
Initiator and 
Facilitator) 




• Volunteer Teachers 
from other 
• Removing barriers to action 






• Common meeting times 
• Providing resources 
• Minimizing the amount of 













• Instructional Coaching 
• Content Planning 
• Curriculum Topic Study  
• Guest Speakers 
• Exchanging resources 
 
Study 
Winter Term- Spring Term- Summer 1 Term- Summer 2 Term 
January to August 
2022 
Accelerator Stakeholders Tasks Examples 
Celebrate Short-
Term Wins 
• TLC (Change 
Initiator and 
Facilitator) 








• Monitoring the 
implementation plan 
• Collect data 
• PDC: Assess the 
implementation process that 
occurred in the Do and Study 
phases (January to August) 
• Validate the effectiveness of 
the change plan 
• Compare the current and the 
desired state of the school 
• Celebrate successes 
Data: 
• Teacher Logs 
• Digital Portfolios 
• Classroom 
Observations 
• Lesson Plans 
• Formative 
Assessments 
• Curricular Documents 







• Students (Change 
Recipients) 
• Analyze failures/challenges 
based on data and evidence 
• Modify the change plan 
accordingly to continue 
implementation in January 
onwards (2022-2023) 






September to December and January (2023) onwards 
2022- 2023 
Accelerator Stakeholders Tasks Examples 
Sustain 
Acceleration 
• Principal (Change 
Initiator) 




• Evaluation of the change plan 
• Encouraging the 
implementation of the change 
plan across the school 
• Recruiting teachers from other 
departments 
• Preventing complacency and 
the risk of maintaining the 
status quo 
• Continue creating urgency for 
change 
• Compiling shared 
knowledge 
• Resources developed 
are available for all 
teachers 
• Further 
communication of the 
change plan 




Institute Change • Principal (Change 
Initiator) 
• TLC (Change 
Initiator and 
Facilitator) 










• Students (Change 
Recipients) 
• Identify and establish tangible 
improvements 
• Balance accountability with 
collaboration and 
responsibility 
• Integrating citizenship in 
science education becomes 
common practice 
 
• Embedding the 
change in the school’s 
structure 
• Develop processes 
that support further 
improvement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
